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INTRODUCTION 



Recent increases in the cost of food and lalxir, while affecting 
individual families across the Nation, are also affecting food programs 
supported by the Federal Government. 

In response to concerns regarding the impact of these increases on 
the School Lunch Program, particularly, the Chairman and Ranking 
Minority Member of this Select Committee instructed the staff to 
survey the situation. 

The committee staff sent a questionnaire to State Food Service 
Directors requesting current information on this year's school food 
costs, as compared with previous costs, and the affect of these increases 
on the qualitjrof and participation in the program. 

There are indications that more' recent-cost increases will result in 
somewhat higher estimates than those contained in tfie responses 
received by the committee. 

This working paper contains the individual responses by the State 
directors; a summary of them ; letters from concerned citizens; as well 
as sample newspapc^ articles on this problem. Also there is a brief 
projection, based on studies collected by the Department of Agri- 
culture, of the pc^ible impact with increased lunch prices on student 
participation. This is included in our summary. 

The text of the questionnaire is as follows : 

Western Union NmuT Letter 

July 2Ji, 1973. 

To all State School Food Service Directors : 

As you know. Congress is again considering legislation 
vital both to the School Lunch and School ^reak&t Pro- 
grams. 

Our committee needs information about your ability to 
run the programs while fighting increased food and labor 
costs. 

Your response to the following questions will be appre- 
ciated : 

1. What do you estimate will be the average cost in 
our State of producing a lunch this coming year? A 
reakfast? How will this compare to last year? 

2. Will the students' price be increased per lunch ? Per 
breakfast? How much, on the average, would the in- 
crease be? 

3. Do you anticipate a decrease in the availability of 
commodities? Will this affect costs appreciably ? 

(1) 
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4. If reiinl)ursenuMit rates iiiv not iiicroasiHl. what will 
the sucrilic ellVcts l>o in youv Stated If tlicy aiv not, will 
participation devr-ease i 

T). What su^x^estions would vou inaki^ to maintain and 
iniprov(» thesr pro<rrains, in li<rht ol' incrca-ed costs ( 

Thanks vei'y much for your hidi) and advii-c. 

U.S. Skxa'it: SKM.cr ('oMMrrj'i:!: ox 

Nl'TIUTlOX AM) Ih'AIAX XilKDS 
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RESPONSES* FROM 
STATE SCHOOL FOOD SERVICE DIRECTORS 



ALABAMA 



Department of Education, Montqomi»t, Ala., 

July 26, 1973. 

Hon. George McGovern, 
U.S. Senate, 

Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs^ 
Washingtonj D,C, 

Dear Mr» McGovern : The following information is being submitted 
in accordance with your Telefax request of July 24, 1973. 

1. What do you estimate will be the averaae coat in your state 
of jyroducing a lunch thU coming yearf A breakfast f How will 
this compare to last yearf 

Present information indicates that the cost of producing a 
lunch next year will be no less than 63.6^, which is 10^ more than 
last year. The cost of producing a breakfast will be approximately 
r 5<, which is 7^ more than last year. 

2. Will the studenVs price he inkreased per lunchf Per break- 
fastf How nvuch, on the average^ would the increase hef 

The charge to students will be increased for lunches and break- 
fasts. The amount of the increase will depend, to a great extent, 
on the President's Price Stabilization Policies and Prtictices. 
School administrators have indicated to me that they plan to in- 
crease the charge to students for lunches and breakfasts a mini- 
mum of 5^ each. 

J. Do you anticipate a decrease in the availability of commodi- 
ties f Wm this affect costs appreciably f 

Yes, I do anticipate a decrease in commoditiea The decrease 
in the availability of commodities will have a disastrous effect 
tm the cost of producing meals. Had it not been for commodities 
and the commodity short-fall funds last year, many school food 
service programs in Alabama would be baiUcrupt. 

4- If reimbursemmt rates are not increased^ what will the 
specific effects be in your state f If they are^ wUl participation 
aecreasef 

If reimbursement rates are not increased, it will be necessary for 
school food authorities to cut back on the quality of meals to the 
extentt^t: 

a. There will be a ttgnificant reduction in the number of 
paying students participating; 

^RetpoDses tnm Colorado and Texat (see pp. 51XM}) were received too late 
to be included in the summary statistics. 

(3) 
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h. TheiT will evoii 1)0 a rodiu^tion in tho nunil>or of stiidpnts 
parti<'ipj\tinpr who aiv pli^ihlo to mvivo fi*eo or ivduml ]n'\cv 
meals; 

c. Thore is also the daiiirer that school food sorvico pro- 
prrams will mhire the quality and quantitv of meals to the 
point where tliey will not meet the minimum nutritional I'e- 
quirements for ivimlmrsement. < 
.'7. \Vftfff H}ifjg€Htwm }rouJ(f you make to tmfintatn and impwre 
'* thene proffvafm, ht Ihfht of tnrreasrd rout a ? 

In Alabama, the need W additional supervision and funds are 
of prima rv importance if we are to maintain and improve school 
food service proprrams. Pi-oper and adequate supervision is essen- 
tial if we are to have quality pro^rranis. Adequate funds from 
local, state, and federal sources are esstmtm^ if we are to improve 
and implement p^ood nutrition programs and concepts that tend to 
foster ^^food nutrition. 
Wc do appreciate your efforts and support of si'hool food service 
pro^rrams. It is firratifyinp to know that we have friends in Conpn^ss 
who realize the importance of gfood nutrition. 
Sincerely yours, 

T. G. Smith, Jr., 
Coordmator. Food Serrire and Local Account it^ff. 



ARIZONA 



Department of Eni cATioN, Phoknix. Ariz., 

August IS, 1973. 

Hon. George McGoverx, 

Vhainnann Select Committee on Nutrttton and Human NeedHy 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington^ D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : This is in answer to your most recent 
questionnaire re^rdingcon^rressional le^slation to continue the school 
lunch and breakfast pro-ams under tlie present crisis. 

1. We would estimate the average cost to the state of producin/ET a 
lunch this coming year to be $.65 and a breakfast to be $.25. This would 
be approximately a $.10 increase in cost for lunch and about a $.07 or 
$.08 increase for a breakfast. 

2. From indications here on a random sampling basis, it seems a con- 
sensus that the students will be faced with a $.05 to $.10 increase on the 
price of lunch. 

3. We can only assume imder the present situation in a national food 
basket picture that there will be, in all probability, reduqtions in quan- 
tities and in some commodities a complete lack of certain food items 
that have normally been made available to us through the United 
States Department of Agriculture, In view of this element, it can only 
cause increased costing to the schools by forcinsr them to buy on the 
open market those commodities that were supplied by the government. 

4. I think this would tie in with question #3 in that costs are con- 
id 

ERLC 
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tinually spiraling and the schools will l)e, hard pressed to stay within 
their budget limitations, and tliis in turn will pose the vei'y serious 
threat oi operating at a deficit. 

I could not predict whether i)articipation would decrease on a lartjo 
scale, but I do have -^ome input that smaller schools might be faced 
with the ultimate decision of shutting down their cafeteria and lunch- 
room operations. 

5. I would most energetically urge the Congress to take immediate 
steps via legislation on a near disaster, emergency basis to increase 
reimbursenuMits to the states so as to provide additional monies to keep 
our school lunch programs operating to provide the same quality nutri- 
tious foods for our children. In many cases this is the most important 
meal to our low income families. I would urge you and all legislators 
to take immediate action to alleviate the present situation. I am aware 
of many bills at present in the hop^>er. but action must be forthcoming 
now to come up with some definite assistance to us. 

Arizona is most concerned for its children, and your voice in the past 
for child nutrition legislation has been loud in campaigning the cause 
for all school children in the feeding programs. We support you in 
your endeavors in our behalf. 

Thank you for asking for our opinions and hope we have been help- 
ful in this instance of prime concern to us all. 
Sincerely, 

Fred A. xIohrman, 
Directo'T^ Food and Nutrition Division. 



ARKANSAS 



Department of Education, Little Rock, Ark., 

July 30, 1973. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Chairman., U.S. SenMe Select Committee on Nutrit ion and Human 
Needs., U.S. Senate., Washington., B.C. 
Dear Senator McGovern : In response to your recent telegram with 
reference to the effect of increased food and labor costs as these relate 
to the School Food Service Program in Arkansas, please be advised 
as to the following : 

1. The cost of providing a school lunch and breakfast meal dur- 
ing the past year, continued to increase so that by the end of the 
school term, the average lunch cost reported was 49.4^ and the 
average breakfast cost was approaching 22^. Preliminary informa- 
tion now being supplied by school admmistrators and food service 
personnel indicate that the cost in providing these meals will in- 
crease by 20% at least. This means t? at the lunch meal will cost 
in the neighborhood of 55^ and the breakfast 27^, 

2. Many schools were forced to increase prices by 5^ to 10^ to 
students for paid meals during the past school year. The majority 
of schools report now that there is no alternative except to increase 
the price again this year. Increased charges to stuaents will re- 
flect a price of 45^ to 50^ for lunch and 20^ for breakfast. This ac- 
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tion could result in a decrease in participation by as much as 6% 
to 10% of paid students. 

The projection of meal cost shown in No. 1 above, assumes 
that food connnodity supply is to remain about the same as last 
ear. There is much uncertainty that this will hv tlie situation. 
7SDA donated foods have been contributing al>out 100 to the 
school meal in this state. In the event the suiiply next year is only 
half of that received Ihis past year, it simplv means that the meal 
will cost Ihc school un additional Tk* alx)ve that projecte<l in Xo. 1 
above. 

4. If reimbursement jates are not increased to local scliool 
oi)ei-ations, school administrators will be confronted with the de- 
cision to supplement the scIkkjI food propmni from ^reneral operat- 
ing; funds (which they do not have), or sacrifice the quality of 
meal, or curtail their projrram even to the extent of abandoiiin^ 
it when funds are exhausted. 

5. Immediate relief can l)e provided the schools by increasinp^ 
reimbursement rates to at least KV per meal from sec. 4 funds and 
500 per meal from sec. 11 (free meal) funds. It is difficult to offer 
sup:^estions in view of reported food shorta^^^s. In the past, most 
schools will have already negotiated bids for food supplies by this 
time. In Vxf^ht of all of the publicity l)einp: given to food shortapes 
and inevitable price increases, the food vendors may be placing 
themselves in a position of advantage in their negotiations with 
schools. At any rate, schools ure ex|)eriencing much difficulty in 
contracting for food supplies especially at firm prices. School food 
inventories are at the lowest level i>ossible. 

Please be assured that your continued concern and effort in behalf 
of the school children of this State, is sincei-ely appreciated. 
Sincei-ely, 

J, A. NrvEN, 
Coord h}/itor, fschgol Food tSerrires. 



CALIFORNIA 



Department of Education, 
Saerarr^ntOy Calif., July 27, 1973, 
Hon. George McGovern, 

Chairman^ Select Committee on Nutrtion and Human Needs^ U.S. 
Senate^ Washington^ D.C, 

Dear Senator McGoverk : We are sorry there has been a delay in 
answering your letter dated June 22, 1973 with reference to completing 
the questionnaire which I am enclosing. 

In response to your telegram which was recieved July 25, 1973 I am 
submitting answers to five questions you have raised regarding needed 
legislation for school luncn and breakfast programs. These are as 
follows : 

1. In my opinion the average cost of a Type A Lunch this year 
will average not less than 65< aril possibly go as high as 70*, We 
are enclosing the results of a recent survey with reference to the 
average cost to deliver a lunch to a child. It is obvious that food 
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costs will markedly increase during the next few weeks and 
months. Breakfast costs will incriMse at the same proportion as 
lunch costs, which will be due largely to cost of raw food accom- 
panied by food service salary increases. 

2. Many districts undoubtedly will have to increase the lunch 
and breakfast cost to paying students in order that the gap be- 
tween income and expenditures will not be widened appreciably. 

* - We are anticipating that many schools will be required to raise 

the charge for lunch between 5(^!und lOt. This same increase may be 
necessary for breakfast programs. Increasing student meal charges 
always results in reduced participation. 

3. We definitely do not antici])ate the same level of commodities, 
and an anticipated decrease will effect costs in a very large way. If 
the escalator clause is deleted from the Farm Bill (H.R. 88(>0) 
and food prices continue to rise, there could very well be a de- 
crease in the availability of some commodities. If the provision to 
permit FNS to purchase essential foods on the open market re- 
mains in the bill, we may see a smaller variety of foods with pos- 
sibly a greater quantity of some itemh. that were determined to be 
needed for good nutrition. 

If FNS is again unable to meet their goal o^ providing 7^ per 
meal support with commodities, it is probable that they would 
make up the difference in cash reimbursement as they did last year. 
With the decreased purchasing powder of this added reimburse- 
ment, the cost of producing an adequate school lunch would cer- 
tainly increase appreciably. 

4. If reimbursement rates are not significantly increased, the 
effect upon the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs 
in California is that an undetermined number of school food serv- 
ice programs will not be able to continue operation this coming 
year. 

5. Continued maintenance and improvement of the food and 
nutrition .prQgrams can only come about through adequate financ- 
ing of all food and Autrition programs, wht^ther it be federa], 
state or local level. Certainly there is a need to re-evaluate the 
supervisory state services or lack of services. California has only 
received for- each of the last three years federally funded State 
Administrative Expenses in the amount of $161,723 (1971/72- 
1973/74) for a program which has significantly grow^n in Cali- 
fornia. ^Reimbursements will total nearly $100,000,000 for public 
and private schools and institutions for the P'iscal Year 1974. I 
definitely urge that consideration be given to providing adequate 
administrative funds for state Departments of Education in order 
to just meet the accelerated growi:h of food services during the 
last three years. Based on a conservative estimate of a State Ad- 
ministrative Expense formula w^hich was worked out by a State 

- Director's Committee, California was understaffed by more than 
50 percent* , 
Thank you very much for your interest, and if I can be of further 
assistance please let me know. 
Sincerely, 

John R. Weber, 
Director^ Office of Food and Nutrition Services, 

^ [Enclosures] 

ERIC 



8 



Memorandum, July 18^ 1973. 

From : Jolm R. Wobcr 

Subject : Cost of Typo A Lunelle.^ Based on ?,iiuvh, 197^^ SL-o Reports 
The i.-ost of doliveriiio" a Type A luncli w:tr» sul)iiiitt(Ml by 75,") school 
districts eiirompassin^ a total of 5421 individual schools out of f)")!)!) 
participatinf]: schools for the moiitli of Marcli, 1J)7.'1 

The cost of the Type A lunch i§ defined as the food cost per lunch, 
plus the labor cost per lunch, plus other costs per lunch, i.e., fixed 
chart^es, maintenance, operation, etc. (SL 4-72, Item II-C). 

Per lunch cost ran(i:ed from under $.4S (five Gchools) to over 
(47 schools). Our analysis of the data indicates the followin^^: 
25 percent of the schools per lunch cost $.55 or less; 
The median cost per lunch was $.61 ; 
The mode was $.61 (Los An^^^eles Unified) ; 
25 percent of the s<*hools per lunch cost was $.65 or p-eater. 
It is believed that a substantial number of districts ha^'e reported 
the true per lunch cost. 

We would predict the median cost will be $.65 in September, l07li. 
Enclosed is a recap of information derived from a comparable May 
1, 1972 report. 
[Enclosure.] 

Memorandum, May J, 1972, 

From : John R. Webei* 

Subject : Cost of Type A Lunches Based on March, 1972 SI^5 Reports 
The cost of delivering a Type A lunch was submitted by 727 school 
districts encompassing a total of 5,281 individual schools out of 5,496 
participating schools for the month of March, 1972. 

The cost of the Type A lunch is defined as the food cost per luncli, 
plus the labor cost per lunch, Oius other costs per lunch, i.e., fixed 
charg^^s, maintenance, open^iiof . etc. (SL 4-72. Item II-C). 

Per lunch cost ranged fro ;i ' /\ier $.;^5 (eleven schools) to over $1.30 
(8 schools). Our analysis \i le data indicates the following: 
25 percent of the schov^is per lunch cost $.52 or less 
The median cost per lunch was $.^8 
The mode was $.58 (Los Angeles Unified) 
25 percent of the schools per Hmcii cost was $.6^" greater. 
It is believed thav a substantial number of districts have reported the 
true per lunch cost. 



DELAWARE 



Department of Public Instruction, Dover, Del. 

^ August 81,1973. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Chairman, Select Committee on NutHtion and Human Needs^ U,S, 
Senate, Washington, D.C, 
Dear Senator McGovern : This is in reply to your fluly 24 telegram 
about the problems of oj^eratingthe Child Nutrition Programs in view 
of increasing food and labor costs ai^sociated with these program op- 
erations. The following is a restatement of your questions and my 
replies to each. 
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Qv£stion L What do yoii estimate will be the average cost in your 
State of producing a lunch this coming year? A breakfast? How will 
this compare to last year ? 

Based on whether a 6% or a 10% inflationary factor is applied 
to last year's cost of producing a Type A Luncli, I project a cost 
of between 70.7^ and 73,4^ as an average cost for producing a Type 
A Lunch in Dehiware during the 1973-7f school year. Applying 
the same inflation factors to the breakfast, I project a cost of 25^ 
to 20^. This compares with 1972-78 school year costs of 66.7^ 
and 23.60 respectively. 
Qvestion 2, Will the student's price be increased per lunch? Per 
breakfast? How much, on the average, would the increase be? 

T'nless remedial legislation such as H,R. 9639 or S, 10f)3 becomes 
law, I project a general State-wide increase in student lunch and 
breakfast prices. As you know, the Administration has defended 
the continuation of presf'nt reimbursement rate^ as a matter of 
national priorities. They have suggested that any additional reve- 
nues needed for program support be obtained either from States 
in some cases where there have been revenue surpluses or that, 
since family income levels are higher than ever, the revenues be 
obtained by increasing the prices to the child. Since Delaware is 
not one of the States with a revenue surplus, I can only conclude 
that additional revenues needed for program support will come 
from increased prices to the students. 

Last year the state-wide average price of a lunch was about 35^, 
If, for the coming year, we add to that figure 15<* per lunch in 
Federal assistance (assuming some sort of remedial action re- 

§arding commodities) and 10^ in State assistance (in the form of 
tate paid salaries of food service supervisors and managers), 
we arrive at a per lunch income of 60^, which according to my 
1973-74 cost projections is 10-13^ less than the total cost of pro- 
due in g a lunch. Assuming that local sources may help out with 
about 10% of the total cost in the form of in-kind assistance (cus- 
U^dial services, payment of utilities, delivery costs, etc.), this 
would add another 7 or 8^ to the average school's per luncli in- 
come. This aggregate of about 67 or 68^ still leaves the school from 
2 to 5^ per lunch short of actual j)roduction costs. Therefore, I 
would predict average luncli price increases of about 5^i. 

The breakfast program presents a slightly different problem as 
to rising food and labor costs. Since about 85% of the breakfasts 
are served free, any increase in price to the paying children, how- 
ever substantial, would not be sufficient to offset the 5 or 60 great t r 
cost than the maximum reimbursement presently allowed for free 
breakfast (20(^). Thus, unless this office could authorize these 
participating schools as "especially needy'' on the allowable 
criteria of "unusual costs required to provide a breakfast in the 
school in spite of the observance of good management practices'', 
some of the schools may choose to di'op out of the program. 
Question 3. Do you anticipate a decrease in the availability of com- 
modies ? Will this effect costs appreciably ? 

All information received by this office indicates an increasingly 
bleak situation as to the availability of commodities for the 
coming school year. Certainly, the outlook is very unfavorable 

ERIC 
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with regard to tho moiv valnHl)lo conunoditios sncli as rod moats 
and dairy products. And, even thou^rli canned Iruits and vep^e- 
tal)I(»s ma}' !>(» available in sufiieient (|uantities, higher prices for 
them will mean IcSvScm* ([uantities j)nrchase(l. Kcu'cntly, there have 
even been speculations of relative shorta<res of connnoditics here- 
tofore in abundant suj)ply such as Hour and other' various ^rain 
products. It would seem logical that tliere w(ndd be a direct I'cla- 
tionship l)et\veen any decline in per meal \ alue of donated com- 
modities ;md the added cost of meal prochiction that would have 
to be borne ])y individual pro<rranis. In fact, n'lcal costs mi^ht in- 
crease slightly moi'c than the decreasiu<£ value of the connnoditics 
since it would cost tlie averaofc school or scliool district more to 
purchase foods of the type previously donated because of the lower 
purchase prices by USDA due to tlie volume of their purchases. 
That is, schools would generally pay more for the same type of 
foods than M'oidd USDA purchasing (m a national basis. 
QveMio)i 4' ^bc reimbni-sement rates are not increased, what will 

tlie si)ecific effects be in your state? If they are, will [)articipati()n 

(increase) ? 

Unless meal prices to the students are increased by the amounts 
projected in t]ie answer to Question 2, it is likely that, by the end 
of the school year, many of the school district food service pro- 
grams will be oj^erating at a deficit. At the least, many of the 
school districts' (contingency reserves will be vastly reduced or 
non-existent. 

The second part of your question has been misstated in the 
telegram, and it is difficult to interpret. If yoii mean ^^Will in- 
creased reirnhnrsement rates increase participation?"', the answer 
is not appreciably, since we have broad participation by the 
schools in the programs and rather high i)articipation within these 
schools. Howev^er, increased reiin))ursenK*nt rates wovdd permii< 
program solvency. If your question nicans, "If reinibnrsement 
rates are not increased, will participation decrease?"', I would 
predict some dec* line in j)articipation, but not to the degree ex- 
perienced in the past when pri(*es were raised since at home 
"brownbag" lunch production costs will also vastly increase. 
Question 5. What suggestions would you make to maintain and im- 
prove these pi-ograms in light of increased costs? 

As is often the case, additional funding will alleviate many 
problems. Certainly, tlie increased reimbursement rates proposed 
in H.R. OGoO and S, 1063 would maintain program solvency and 
improve the programs insofar as their relationship with the total 
school district administration. If the school food service pro- 
grams can avoid becoming a fiscal "millstone'', they can continue 
their efforts to be accepted as a vital and in^^egral part of the total 
scholastic offering to the children. In addition, provision for ad- 
ministrative expenses for the State distributing agencie.- to help 
reduce the cost of commodity delivery and services, would fur- 
ther assist the schools. 

Further, since successful food sei-vice operations depend, to the 
maximum extent possible, upon uniformity of menu offerings 
(with reasonable variety) and a high volume of participation to 
keep costs at a minimum, reinstitution of Federal regulations oon- 
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cerning the time and place of the sale of competitive food items 
would be of inestimable value to the stability of the school's Type 
A lunch and breakfast pro^-ams. The more variables that are 
introduced in the form of competing snack bars, food concessions, 
etc., the more difficult it becomes to project and maintain the large 
volume and steady participation needed for optimum operating 
efficiency of the school food service programs. 

For this reason, I believe legislation that would rescind vSection 
7 of P.L. 92-438 would be most beneficial to achievement of one of 
the prime goals f school food service programs — to fulfill its role 
as an educational laboratory which provides a nutritional environ- 
ment in which the child can learn to make wise food choices. 

In meeting this objective, we fulfill the obligation we have to 
parents to safeguard their children's health and well-being as man- 
dated by the National School Lunch Act. 

We have a further duty to parents to see that the money they 
invest in school lunch programs, both as a portion of their taxes 
and as payment for their children*s lunches, is spent in the most 
benoficient and efficient manner possible. 

Thank you for asking for my views and for the consideration you 
liave given them. 
Sincerely, 

Robert L. John, 

State Supervisor, School Food Services. 



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



Business Administration, Washington, D.C, 

July 27, 197S. 

Senator George McGoverx, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Humm 
Needs, U,S. Sen/ite, Washington, D.C. 
Dear Senator McGoveen: In reply to your telegram of July 24, 
1973, the following information is provided : 

1. The average projected cost per meal m 1974 : 

a. Breakfast: .23^ 

b. Lunch: .76^ 

c. As compared to fiscal year 1973, this is an approximate in- 
crease of .04^. and .10^ per unit respectively. 

2. Student lunch cost will increase in September by .10^. This does 
not offset the increase of the Free Lunch. 

3. We have been notified by USDA that certain commodities may 
possibly be unavailable. 

a. Our cost will be affected in direct reverse proportion to de- 
creased commodities unless commodity shortfall funds are made 
available. 

4. If reimbursement rates do not increase, we will be confronted with 
th'^ choices: 
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a. Request emergency increase of State funds (not optimistif) . 
1). Increase tlie sellino: price to students. 

r. Reduce quality of foods by using" food ulternates or 
substitutions. 

5. In view of the constant increasing cost of foods, I suggest tlie 
following : 

a. Local operators should concentrate on increasing produc- 
tivity aud decrease waste. 

b. Congress sliould enact into law H.R. 4074, particularly as it 
relates to funding, including tlie clause to increase reinibursenieut 
rates as operating costs increase. 

Respectfully, 

Joseph M. Stewattt, 

Director of ^ood Spi^vircx, 



FLORIDA 



Department of Kni'CATiox, Tallahassee, Fla., 

July 25. 1973. 

Hon. Gfx>roe McGovern, 

Chahmmi, T'.S. Senate Sclerf Committee on Nutritwr and Hunwn 
Needs^ Washington^ D.C. 
DRi\K Senator McGovern: Attached are Xerox copies of somo 
recent newspaper articles ^ regarding school lunch sale price increases 
and food pi*ice increases to scliools in Florida. 
In reply to your telegram : 

L Lunches will cost an estimated 82^* (they cost 6(>^ last year). 
Breakfasts will cost an estiniated "-Wt (they cost 26^* last year). 

2. Student prices will increase on the average 7^* (most Florida 
school districts have already announced an increase of at least 5^). 
Jacksonville increased their sale prices 100 and eliminated desserts 
in high schools. 

Some districts have announced a withdrawal from serving 
breakfast. In Titusville and Cape Canaveral, high school lunch 
prices will be 05^ next year. 

3. In that there are absolutely no farm commodities tliat are 
either surplus or in need of "price support", T anticipate an 
extreme cut-back in commodity availability. If the USDA does 
not purchase up to 7^ per lunch of commodities, the cost increase 
of 18<?. estimated in 1. above, will be even greater. 

4. Past performance has shown that when sales prices increase 
5^, that participation decreases by 10% and fixed costs remain the 
same. Therefore, we anticipate a reduction in participation of 



* See Appendix. 
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As you know, tlioso studonts (tho 12%-15^) are the border- 
line students — eronomicall y. Tlmt is, tlu\v are not eeononiically 
needy, b\it certainly not affluent enougli to utlord f),")^ lunclies 
every day. 

5. Su^rgestions : 

a. A guaranteed 7^ per luncli and breakfast in com- 
modities oi' ciisli in 'Mien of" eonnnodities. 

b. An increase of Oc' per luncli in Section 4 average I'ates 
to 14^ p(M' lunclK to ollset costs tluit cainiot be met by a 5^ 
sale price increase. 

e. 'riie especially needy nmxiuium rate suj^^poi'ting free 
lunches should he increased from (W to 7;V. or the pi'oduction 
cost. 

d. Increase Especially Needy Breakfast rates to : 
Paid — 5^* (as is) ; 

Reduced Price — 2;V or production cost; 
Free — or production cost. 
Only 1^. would effect any sizeable increase to the Federal Budget. 
However, without an increase in 1^, all child feeding programs \.xll 
suffer, since the entire financial picture is based on high and evrn 
lur.ch participation. 
Sincerely, 

GkoRGK ITorivEXRKRY, 

Administrator, Food and Nutrition Services. 



GEORGIA 



Dkpartmknt of Edt'cattox, Att.anta, Ga., 

August 14. 197^3. 

Hon. George McGovKRX, 

U.jS^. Senator, Senate Q-ffice Building, Washingfoii, D.C. 

Dear Sknator McGovkrx : In I'esponse to your telegram of July 20 
regarding impact of food crisis on Georgia schools, the following in- 
formation is presented : 

1, Avera.ge cost of school lunch 107:^-73 — 49,4^ 
Projected cost of school lunch 1073-74—56,9^ 

7. 5^/1 unch (average) 

2. School administrators re-cognized a need for 5 to 10^^ more 
revenue per lunch. Such an increase in sale price is expected to 
reduce participation of paying children by 10 to 20%. 

2. Food shortajje and hitrh costs will necessitate the inclusion 
of more meat alternates in all school meals. Unless reimburse- 
ment is increased for free meals, schools will reduce quantity as 
well as quality. 

4. Phase IV Guideline is totally unrealistic: schools cannot ad- 
minister a program in accordance with proposals. However, many 
school systems in high labor cost areas are pi'oposing 10^ increases 
in sale price. 
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I am onclosin^r a copy of a lottor from a scliool suporint i^ndont ro- 
irardiiiir s<'iioo1 l^rpalviast — \hv lothM* is sol f-(»xp1a]ia1 orv. I'm also 
(Mirlosin^r a ivsol ut ion wliirli ihv Gooi-frin State Board of Ediicr.tion 
passed reirnrdinfr tlie food crisis. 

We a])]')re('iji ^ your leadersliij) in C^liild Nutrition Prooframs. 
Sincerely yours. 

JosKiMiTSK Martin. 
.[(Jiiiinhtrnfor. School Food ScrrJcc!^. 

rEnrlosures] 

^"aldosta Pi'ulk" SriiooLS. VAr.mSTA, Ga.. 

Avgitst 0.1073. 

Miss JosET'uixK ^Makttx. 

AdniinJs^frafor. Sr/tooJ Food SrrrJre Proqram. State Drpav^virnt of 

Fd ncfffto}} , A f^(f)\ffK (th. 
Dkar^Itss Martin : Tn lOTi^-T-'l Valdosta City Sdiools ser -ed l)reak- 
fnsts in tljo followinof seliools : 

Ix^ila Ellis Elementary 

West Gordon Elementary 

Lomax Elementary 

Sallas Malmne Elementary 

Southeast Elementary 

Valdosta Junior fliofh 

VTTS-Pinevale Campus 
Costs of opei*ation and Mirome for these i^rorri^anis are sho\v7i here : 



Ex]^enses : 

Food $^^8,008.78 

Lahor 5.824.09 



Total 38,828.77 

Income : 

Students 278.00 

Reimhursemem 82. 588. 61 



Total , — 82,801,61 

Total Expanses 88. 828. 77 

Total Income 32.861,61 



Loss for year-- 5,067, 16 



The advanta^ros of the breakfast ]iro<rram have heen discussed at 
len^rth with administi*ators and toachei*s in oui' system. All feel that 
the i^rop^ram should he continued because it does i*ediiee absences and 
hardiness, and students participatinof ai)pear to be more alert in the 
olassi'oom. 

Plowever, due to the existinor economic ronditions in our lunrb pro- 
orram we feel that we cannot continue to operate the pro^rram at a 
deficit. What do you advise? 
vSincerely, 

jA^fKs F. GooLSRY, Supen7iter\dent. 
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— RESOLUTIOX— 

WHEREAS, tlio Goorcria State Board of Ednratioii is ooncernod 
about tlio impact of food crisis on scliool nutrition nrocrrams, and 

WHEKEAS. tlio State T^oard recocrnizes tlie value of nutritionally 
adequate sclux)l meals to the cliild's liealth and education, and 

WHEREAS, tlie present- level of assistance and payments is inade- 
quate ro meet current costs, and 

WHEREAS, the Georcria Genej-al^ Assembly increased State assist- 
ance by 20 per meal for 1974 which will cover increased labor 
costs, and 

WHEREAS, an increase in sale price to payincr childven results in a 
10 to 209f reduction in the school lunch' profrram and an increase 
in sale price affects middle income families whose buyino- ])ower 
1ms decreased, and 

WHEREAS, the school lunch and school breakfast are nutritionally 
balanced meals which provide of the child's daily food needs, 
and is indeed one of the henf food banraius, and 

WHEREAS, H.R. 0630 introduced by Mr. Carl Perkins will provide 
financial relief; 

RE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED, that the State Board of Educa- 
tion calls upon the involved ^rronps to maintain stability of school 
food :service during this emer^^enry by ^ivin^ support in financin<r, 
manafrinfr and interpretiufr the profrram : 

1. wSpecifically, we request Senator Herman E. Talmadfre and 
Senator Sam Nunn and the entire Georcria Deleiration to frjve 
their full and immediate support to enactment of H.R. 0630 with 
12^* per meal for ^rcneral assistance and full support of othei- 
aspects of H.R. 0689, and to see that the special milk procrrani is 
restored. 

2. We call upon local school boards to assume administrative 
costs as included in the State Board resolution of January, 106S. 

We call upon superintendents and principals to fully im- 
plement the free and reduced policy statement taking full ad- 
vantacre of reduced price meals for children from homes in that 
"income catcfrory'' and ur^rc systems to establish realistic sale 
prices for adult meals; to correlate nutritioii and health teachiufr 
with eatinfr. 

4. We call upon USDA to secure from the Office of Price Stabili- 
zation blanket permission for systems to averacrc out cost increase. 

5. We call upon School Food Service Directors, Managers and 
School Administrators to exercise careful plannincr, prudent man- 
afronieut and student involvement in planning meals, purchasing, 
staffinirand preparation. 

6. We call \i\)o\\ the PTA to interpret the school food service 
procrrani to parents includincr the values received nutritionally, 
educationally and financially, and 

7. We call upon the students to support school food service and 
recognize the value of school meals to their health and education. 
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HE TT FT^KTITER KESOLVED. tlmt copios of this rosolution ho 
sont to SoMMtoi- Hci'inaii E. TnliMJidfro. Sojiator Sam Nuiui, Gov- 
erpor Jiininy Cnrtor, tlio Goorfria Goii^rreJ^^ional Dolep'atiou: 
(Firsf District) iroiiorahlc Bo Ginn : (Socoiid District) Honor 
able D awsnii ^fathis: (Third District) ITonoral^le Jaclv Rriiilclov: 
(Foiii'tli District) Tlonoralilc lion I^. Blackburn, Til: (Fiftli Dis 
trict) Honorable Aiulvcw Yov.nfr: (Sixtli District) TTonorablc 
Jolni J. Flynt. Jr.; (Seventh District) Iloi^orablc John AV. 
Davis: Eioflitli District) lT()nora])lo W. S. Stuckcv, Jr. ; (Xintl) 
Disti'ict . Tlonoi-ablo Plii] M. Eaiidrnin: (Tontli Disti-ict) Tlonor- 
ablc Ko])eit G. Stoplions, Jr.: Dc]>ntv S(^'rctarv of A^rriculturc 
Honorable Pliil Canipl^olb PTA President Mi*s. Fi*ank Britt, 
l^resident of Snjierintendonts .Vssociatioi^ Afr. Mitcljoll Comier. 
Piesideiit of Geor<ria .Association of Seroiuhu'v Scliooi I^i-!]ici])als 
Mr. Wesley Hardy. Pi-esident of (^eoi'rria Association of Ele- 
mcMitary School Pi-iiicipals ^[1'. Elovd Tbrasbei*, President of 
Geor<rin School T^oards .Association Mrs. Eeroy Woodward and 
Ex(HMiti\'e Secretary of Georjri^^ School Boards .Association Mr. 
Jack Aci'pe, 

Roy \. Hknuricks. Chnirmnii. 
J.ACK P. Xtx. E.vcr\(t} re ^ecrctarij. 

August 9. 1073. 



TLVW.VII 



Dkp.xrtmkxt op EnrcATiox. HoxoM i.f. Hawaii, 

July 27. W7.L 

Senator Gkorgf. MrGovr.Rx. 

Chare ^7}. Select Committee on Nufritioh au<l fluman X( edsi, r\S!. 
denote. Wrr^thiin/ton, D.C 
Dkar Skxator McGovkkx : In res])onse to your wii'e of July 1^5. lOTo. 
wo offer the following: : 

1. Avera^ro cost of proflucinrr lunch in FY 74 will be at least 7-l(* 
up from 04<*inFY 73. 

2. .\s the full effect of food co^t inciu^ases ai'e felt in th(> fij-st 
few months of school, it may be necessarv to review Hawaii's 
traditional 2r)(* charofc^ to students. 

3. Cei'tainly. we anticipate federal connnodities to b(> below last 
yeai-'s exti-einely low level. Tf shortfall coinmoditv funds are not 
made directly available to the .school districts, an extivniely seri- 
ous financial crisis will be made pi-opoi-tionately nrjt^atej'. 

4. A r)0% increase in reimbursement rates wotdd oidy partially 
combat the 2a'^ 12-month incivasc in food costs. 

5. (a.) Increase, level of appropriation to offset cost-of-livin<r 
escalation : and, 

(b.) Assnre all funds (incbKlinnr commodity funds) ap- 
propriated for Child Nutrition Pionfrani.s be expended for TXP. 

Cordially. 

St.xxt.ky W, Dorm'TE^ 
Directors School TaivcIi Sei^'i.ccs. 
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IDAHO 



Departmknt of Educa hox, Boise, Idaho, 

July 30. ury^ 

lion. Geokge McGovkrn, 
JJ.S. Senate, ^ 

Select Committee on Nutntioii (DuI Huduv^ Needs. 
Wash'nigto^i, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern: This is in ropiv to vour t-olefrrain 
July 24, 1978. 

/. What do you esithnate iclU he the average cost 'ni yoifr Staff*, 
of pro(hichg a hnich this coni-'ng year? Breakfast? Hov au'IJ thi^ 
compare to last year? 

Estimated average cost for a lunch is 55 cents. Average cost for 
breakfast is 85 cents. This is an increasi^ of 5 cents for hinch nnrl 
5 cents for breakfast over the 1072-78 school year. 

2. Will the students' price he increased per lunch? Per hre^^ 
fast? How much^ on the average^ would the increase he? 

School districts are holding up as long as possible increasing 
the prices to children in both programs. They are waiting to find 
out how much the Federal reimbursement will be. I estimate that 
prices will increase at least 5 c-ents per meal. 

3. Do yait anticipate a decrease in the aval lability of commodi- 
ties will affect costs appreciahly? 

A decrease in the availability of commodities will affect costs 
by the amount the}' are decreased. Schools have depended upon 
commodities and the vast majority of them utilize them to the 
greatest extent. 

4. // reimhnrsevi>e7it rates are not increased^ v^hat will the speci- 
fic effects he in ymtr State? If they are. will participation decrease? 

If reimbursement rates are not inci-eased, schools will increase 
their prices accordingly. Participation will drop because increase 
in prices drops many children from the program. Many will not 
ask for a free luncl* but will bring a lunch from liome. 

5. What suggestions would you nmke to maintain ami improve 
these programs^ in Vght of increased costs? 

An increase in reimbui^ement and assurance that cash in lieu 
of commodities \a\\ be available is needed. This information is 
needed no later than July 1 of each year and preferably January 
1 to give local boards of education lead time in planning. 
Tbctnks very much for your inquiry. If I can be of further as- 
sistance, let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

Cecil F. Olsev, 
Director^ Food Services Branch. 
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ILLINOIS 



Si TKKI XTKN'OKN'T OF PlJBLTC 1 N'STHt'CTK ) N', SpKI XOFIKIJ), llJv., 

Jyly 20^ 1073. 

Hon. Gkouok McGdvkkv. 

CJuifrwun, Select Coinmittcr on Xufritloi} and Ihiinan Needs. 
r\S, S( /H/fr. W i/tr/fo/L J>J \ 

j)k.\i{ Si: nat(>k McGovkhx : Kc'])lyiii<j: lo youi- ((iu>sfioiis in your tt* lo- 
ir ram of July 24 : 

1. Thc» aveia^xo f'ost of procliicin^r \\ Typo A lunoli is cunviitly 
4'j coiits foi' food plus labor costs ruiuiin^r w-') to '>0 otMits poi' lunch. 
Wo ost'nnato noxt yoar's cost to inoroaso at loast 15^r. Broakfast. 
<*ui'ront food cost is cents -svith lal)or costs ir)-i>r» conts por inoal. 
tlio variahio duo to typo of nioiui. Wo ostiniato approxiniatoly a 
I'j'^r cost inci'tMiso noxt year. 

'J. To datt*. wo ha\'o I'ocoivod i'e({uosts for })rioe inci'oasos a\'or- 
a<xin<r Vl^'r for luncli and approxiniatcdv tlio sanio lovc^l for l)i*oal<- 
fast. ... . 

:k Most school (list 1' lets compute thoir bud^ot for food sorvico 
basod on comnioditios pi'o\ idiii«i' from 7-10 conts pci' moal. If tlio 
coimnodity pi'o«xram ooutinuos to decline, we anticipate the dif- 
feroiico will be made up by further increa*^.intr the ineal cost to 
si udents. 

4. With the shoita^xo of dollars for education, we see no altei*- 
native foi* the lunch pro*rram other than increasing prices. This 
will liavo to be done with the full knowledge that the effect will 
be a decrease in participation in direct propoi*tion to the price 
increases. Our experience has shown that each penny increase in 
the cost of meals I'esults in appi'oximatoly a 1% decrease in par- 
ticipation. 

5. We recommend the Type A I'eimbnrscment be pegged at a 
mininuini of 12 cents pei- lunch : five lunch be reimbursed 4S 
cents: breakfast reimbursement be cents for the free breakfast 
and 10 coins for fully paid breakfast, and that the commodity 
proirram be established at a value of not less than 10 conts per 
meal with a cash in lieu of commodities provision with an effec- 
tive date of February 1 annually. I have not touched upon reduced 
breakfast and lunch progi ams because in Illinois there is less than 
1% participation in reduced price ineal.s. 

wSincerely, 

RoBKnT E. OlII.ZKN', 

Director. School Food Services. 
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INDIANA 



Division of School Lunch, Indianapolis, Ind., 

July 26, 1973. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Chahvnan, 1.'^. Senate, Select Committee on Xntntioii aiid Human 
IVerds, Wa-^hhu/toji, D.C, 
Deah Senator ^IcGotorn: In response to your telegram received 
July '2o, 1973, we offei' tlie following information : 

1. Tlie average cost of producing a lunch in Ind'ana will be 
ai)l)roximately 68 cents and 33 cents per breakfast. 

2. The student prices will be increased an avera^^e of 7 cents 
1)01' lunch and ;") cents per breakfast. 

3. We anticipate a decrease in the volume and selection of com- 
modities, which in turn will definitely affect the cost of program 
operations. 

4. Reimbursement rates should be increased in order that we 
may contiinic to feed children. If they are not, the needy schools 
will suffer more than tho less nee'dy and may oven be forced to 
reduce or close their operation for lack of funds. 

5. It is our reconunendiition that the reimbursement rates be 
increased to 12 cents pei* meal and a larger allocation of commodi- 
ties or cash in lieu of commodities be made available to s(Miools. 

Should you desire further information regarding program opera- 
tions in Indiana, please feel free to contact this office. 
Sincerely, 

John J. IIartek, 

I>'nrcfoi\ I)frfs<fon of School Lunch, 



IOWA* 



State Department of Puhlu: Ixstkuction, Des >r()iNES, Iowa, 

August ^2, 1973. 

SPECIAL NEWS RELEASE 

School lunch cash balances today are much more on the deficit 
side of the ledger than a year ago, according to Vern Carpenter, 
chief. School Food Services, in the Iowa Department of Public 
Instruction. 



♦See also pp. 51A-51D. 



20 

''Dtn in^r thv 107-2-73 sHhk)] voai\" hv said, "food costs roso 23 por- 
cvut stMtp\vid(\ labor costs 10 porcoiit. aiul iiiisc(>llaii(»ous costs 10 
pcri'ciit. 

Dollarwisc. lie cxplaiiiod. it costs 18 ]')pi*coiit inoiv to piojoaro and 
sci vc a luiicli tliaii a yoai' a^ro foi* a total of 02 cents. 

At tlic ])i-csciit tiiiip. lie continued, witii n niinininm of S to 10 
|)ci-c: :it increase (wliicli could ]>e liifrliei ). tlu* cost of ]')repa i-in<r niid 
sei'\'iji<r a Iniicli conid easily I'ise from 02 cents to 07 cents oi- more. 

Cari>entev said liis DPT ser^ ioi^ is st ressii^^r ^rood mnnajrt'nient prac- 
tices. Tliese include : 

1. Scliools sliould compute quantities of food to ]w serv(>d daily 
and ]inv(^ a minimum of leftovei'S. 

2. SeiV(> moi'e often tlie foods tliat cliildi*en like. 

3. T^>ss i-etui'ued food and waste. 

4. y\orv (Mupliasison poi tion conti-ol. 
r>. .S(u've fewei* e\ti*as and frills. 

0. Do moi'e scliool bakin^r. 

7. Tmpiove the laboi* i*atiou. 

8. S(n*ve some three-item melius. 

0. Tn trod nee fe\Yer new foods ^Yhich clnldreu may reject. 

10. Cut down on tlu* use of papei' jii'oducts. 

11. Kstiiuate ineiui-costin^r in advance. 

12. T"so standaidized I'ecipes to ensui'e quality pi'oducts and 
consistent yield. 

Cai'pcuitei- believers thei'e will be hifrhei* pai'ticipation this yeai*. M'eii 
with stat(*wid(^ eni'ollment lowei*. Considerincr current food ]")i*i('"S, lie 
l)eli(»vcs the school Imich is the best l)uy in the land. 

''We hav(* asked con<rress to increase reimbursement on all lunches." 
he said, "we must have tho jiayin^r child pai-tici]-)ate in ordei* to main- 
tain voluuK^ 

"Couirvess has bc^eu asked to incn^asi^ nuuiburseunMit on free and 
reduci'd piicc menls because schools must sei've f and i-educed- 
pric(^ meals to needv childii^n by fedei'al mandate. 

^''VCi' i^w also askiufT the con^rress to |)iT)vid(^ cash in lieu of com- 
modities — b(M'aiis(* tluu'e aie f(^w coiumoditic^s that ar(^ in sui'])lus and 
veiy f(^w that n(*ed to be ]")i*ice suppoi'tcul." 



KEXTTTKY 



DEPART^rKXT OF Eni rA'piov, Fraxk> '^^'^'^ Ky., 

Jf^n/ 27. 1973. 

TTon. Gkorci: AfrGoM^.Rx, 

CJtftirnxn). f\S\ Mcn/tfr Srh^cf Cofin/nftec <))i Xufrifloii <i)k1 Thnnott 
X<r(h. W<7Sihirif/fon, D.C. 
Dkar ^In. ^rrOovKHx: Since receivin^r youi* tele<rram on Wednes- 
day, July 25. the vai-ious questions ])i*oposod hav(* becMi <riven much 
consideration bv Kentucky Depai-tinent of Education staff members. 
These and other questions ha\'e b(*en with us since the end of the 
1072-73 school yeai* and the o]:)poitunity to pi'ovide you with au- 
swei-s crives us an opportunity to clarify and unify our thinkinof on 
O these points. 
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The followinor numbered statements are our best answers or ex- 
planations to your questions and in the same sequence as they appear 
in your telefrram; 

1. It is tlie estimate of the staff of the Division of School 
F(^()d Service that the avcra<re costs of i)roducinfr a lunch and 
breakfast in Kentucky duriufr the 1973-74- school year will be 
^^<)(* per lunch and 2i)(,^ per breakfast respectively. This i-e presents 
an averapre cost of 3(* per meal frreater than the cost of these 
nu^ils for the 1972-73 school year. 

2. The Kentucky Department of Education rcconmiended that 
the cost of lunch be increased by f)^ durin^r the 1972-73 school 
year and once a^ain we are recoinmendin^r that the cost of lunch 
be inci'eased by for the 1973-74 school year. We are recom- 
mendiufr a similar increase in tbc i)i'ice pupils i)ay for breakfast 
as we sus])eer that the launch Pi'Ofrram has in the ]v^9>t been 
forced to absoi'b j^art of the cost of opei'atin<r a School Breakfast 
Pi'o^rran^. M^,st schools in Kentucky will follow our recommen- 
dations. 

3. The staff of this division feels that a continued shortafre 
of commodities will increase the cost of a school lunch and/or 
lireakfast. The shortfall money (althoufrh appreciated) will not 
offset the commodities — since the USD A can buy better quality 
food cheapei' than school people at the local level, 

4. There is prevalent. amon<r school food service officials in Ken- 
tucky a cliche of a soi-t which froe-s somethiufr like this: "Someone 
mu.st pay the fiddler''. The same is true as far as food is concerned, 
and the food bills as well as the labor bills must be paid. When 
there are three sources of funds, namely from the Conorress. from 
a State appropriation, and from the ])ayinf^ child, in the face of 
increased i)ricesthe payinpr child nnist l)etapi)ed for an additional 
source of funds if the other two are leveled off. It is our feeling 
thar unless sufficient funds are available to pay the bills the atti- 
tude of the school officials will be sue'n that services will be cur- 
tailed and the performance affected so that a reduced participa- 
tion rate will result. It also could be that the quality of the meal 
will be reduced to the point that th«» meal sei'vice will be rejected 
with a corresponding result in dtnii^^used j)articipation. Still an- 
other factor would be that the greater reliance could be put upon 
the donated foods as they become available, and to the point where 
the repeated use of an item such as dry beans can create an attitude 
of rejection. 

5. It is the recommendation of the Kentucky Department of 
Education that: 

a, the general cash for assistance rate be increased to 10^ 
from the present 8^ rate ; 

b. the maximum rate for free lunches in "esp"'*' .ly needy 
schools" be increasi^d to 65^* fi-om the present 60^ rate; 

c. the Special Milk Program be funded in full and con- 
tinued as during previous years; and, 

d, since it \^ our recommendation that the cost of breakfast 
to the pa^Mug child be increased by 5^, the reimbursement 
rates for breakfast can be continued during the 1973-74 
school year. 

erJc 
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Information provided in tliis leUer reprosonts a consensus of opinion 
of several persons in tlie Kentuck\ Department of Kd neat ion, and we 
feel tliat if these reeonunendations eould be implenieiited tliey wonld 
not only inij^rove the seliool food service proorani in Kentncky but in 
most otlier slates also. 

Tliank you for the opportunity of phiyin^ a minor role in the devel- 
opmi nt of tlie scliool food service proirram and es))ecia]]y tlie fuiidin<r 
aspects of these several programs. If we can be of further as,^is(ance 
to you in this inquiry, please do not hesitate fo call on us. On belialf 
of all of the boys and girhs attendint»' Kcutuclvy schools and for that 
matter the nation's schools, thank yon for your contribution to tlie 
school food service activities. 
Sincerely vours, 

C. E. Bevins, 

Division of School Food Service. 



LOtnSlAXA 



DEPARTiMEXT OF Edi'CATK X, BaTOX RouGE, La. 

July £A5, . S. 

George McGovern, 

Chairman^ U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nvtvition auA Hinnan 
Needs^ Washingtony D.C. 
Tlie ff llowing is in response to your teieirram received by the State 
Depart h">ent of Education on July 24. li)73 concerning legislation 
regarding the School Lunch and School Breaicfast Programs: 

1. The estimated average cost of producing a lunch in this stat^^ 
during the 1973-74 school year \vill be approximately 75 to 80 
cents. The estimatevl average cost of producing a breakfast will 
be approximatei^J 35 to 40 cents. 

2. It will be necessary for School Food Service Sponsors to in- 
crease the price per lunch and breakfast during the 11)73-74 
sciiool year. On the average the increase would be approximately 
15 to 20 per cent for both bi^eakf ast and lunch. 

3. A decrease in the availability of commodities is anticipated. 
This decrease in the availability of commodities will affect the 
cost of preparing breakfast and hmcli appreciably. If reimburse- 
ment rates are not increased, tlie cost of a lunch and breakfast to 
the paying student will be increaov'd iu direr^t propoition to the 
cost of the meal. If the reimburseuient rate for free lunches is not 
increased the program wiU be in jeopardy. 

4. It is suggested that reimbursement rates be increased in 
proportion to spiral food prices. 

Since relj^, 

ROXALD W. CARRrERE, 

State Director^ Local School System Services, 
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Dkpautmknt or P^ducatioxak and CcM tkai. Services, 

Augusta. ^Iaixe, 

July 26,1973. 

ITon. (TK(m(;K Mi Goveun, 

Chmrindu. I'.S. Se})afe Selrrt Committee ov Nutrition and Hvman 
^ ee(h, f\S. Scmfte^ Wa'Shifigtoft. D.C . 

Deak Sena roii McGuveun : Thank you for your telograni of July 24, 
1973 requostin^^ inforiuation on tho financial needs of the School Lunch 
and School Breakfast Programs. We are grateful for the help you 
have givoi to us in the past and for your continue.' interest. 

We answer your questions as follows : 

1. (a) Cost of school lunch per nieiiL 1072-73, 61^ average. Pre- 
dicted coFt of school huKh per meal, 1973-74, ()7^' average. 

The 1973-74 per meal cost reflects an anticipated 15% rise in 
food costs and a 7% rise in labor costs. The figures for 1972-73 
school vear were the State average of actual operation cost from 
July 1,' 1972 through December 3L 1972. 

(b) Cost of school breakfast per meal, 1972-73, 24^^. Predicted 
cost of school breakfast per meal, 1973-74, 27^i. 

The 1973-74 per meal cost reflects an anticipated 15% rise in 
food costs and a 7% rise in labor costs. 

2. On March 1, 1973 the charge to children went up 5^* |3er meal 
in most schools in the State of Maine, from 35^ to 40^ at the 
elementary school level and from 400 to 45^ at the secondary 
school level. 

Tt appears that ariother increase Avill be necessary in the early 
part of the 1973-74 school year unless adequate funds are available. 
We could expect this increase to be another h<: to 10^^ per meal 
at both the elementary and secondary levels. 

3. (a) Yes. In forecasting costs above Ave are assuming that Con- 
gress Avill provide funds up to the 70 level in the event that the 
FSDA does not provide commodities. 

(b) Yes, if commodities or funds ^o the 1^ level are not avail- 
able early in the school year, many programs Avill be in very 
great difficulty. The above Gh* per nic^als for 1972-73 school year 
reflects the use of commodities, especially dry commodities such 
as flour, dry milk, shortening, at a very high level. Other commod- 
ities such as canned goods and meats were fully utilized as they 
M-ere available. Doth of tliese factoi-s heli>ed make the 01^^. meal 
cost possible; without the commodities the cost could have been 
much higher. 

4. (a) Tt appears that another increase in charge for paid meals 
will be necessary and additional local funds for free and reduced 
})riced meals will be needed if reimbursement rates are not in- 
creased. 

(b) We are approaching the point in the program where local 
community effort is being taxed to saturation point. Most com- 
munities in the State of Maine have been very willing to support 
the program w^ith tax appropriated funds but with sniraling costs 
^ the budgets for all school operations are being taxed to the limit. 
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(o) If prices to paying students have to increase afrn n after 
the incieasc^ wliicli was iiec(»ssary March 1, 107.*^ we can expec t a 
dramatic rechiction in participation of paid meals. We are ap- 
proaching tlic point whei*e if paid meal participation continnes 
to decivapi', the pmfrrani will lx»conie a **w<»lfa e program.'* This, 
in turiK will discourage the low income youth from pai*ticipation 
as his participation will identify his economic status, particularly 
at the Junioi' High and Iliph School levels. 

T). (a) A mininmni of 12^* and 4r)c* with an escalator claus<» to 
cover sharp increases in pi'ices is needed. As wc ai*c now faced 
with enier^rency conditions with spiralin^r food and labor costs, 
we must have incn»ased ]'eind)Ui'sement rates prior to the openiufr 
of school so that administrators will have the confidence to stai*t 
the programs at ♦^he be^rinnin^r of the school vear. 

(b) We believe that the so-called "Univei*sa1 Bill'* which would 
make meals available to all school children on the same basis as 
all other school programs is needed. 

(c) Nutrition Education is vital so sch«>ol children can learn 
the importance of diet to health and learning. 

Spiralinfr cost and food shortages will affect the family as well as 
the schools. It will l)ecome incivasinply im]K>i*tant that each school 
child pets at least one pood meal a day. As Chaii*man of the Commit- 
tee on Nutrition and Ifuman Needs, vou can appreciate more than 
most the value of the investment in tThe health and performance of 
children. 

Thank you apain for your interest in the School Lunch and School 
Breakfast Programs. 
Sincerely, 

M. GisRTRtw. Grtney, 

Director^ School Nutrition Programs. 



MARYI.ANI) 



State Department op Education, 

BaWm</re^ Md.^ July 27^ 1973. 

Hon. Georoe McGovern, 

Ohairman, U.S. Senate SeUct Committee on Nutrition aiid Human 
Needs^ U.S. Senate^ WasMngtan. D.C. 
Dear Senator McGovern: This communication is in response to 
your nipht letter sent to Eleanor G. Weaply on July 24, 1973. The 
following? information is submitted in answer to the questions con- 
cerning? inci'ciised costs for school meals : 

1. For the 1972-73 school year, the average cost of lunch was 
61.3^ for the State. With the present rise in costs, anticipated 
decrease in commodities, increased labor costs and a general 
squeeze on public monies, the cost of the lunch will undoubtedly 
increase. According to recent bids foi' food, the anticipated in- 
crease of the cost, of lunch is between 15-20%. This would mean 
a cost of 73^ per lunch. According to one local school s\'Stem, pre- 
plated meals have increased in cost by 32%. 
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Breakfast cost for 1072-73 school voar avorajjed 35, 7^* for Sop- 
temhor and 37.2^* for May 1073. For the 1073-74 school year, milk 
bids liave remained fairly steady; hut there is every indication 
that bread and fruits for the breakfast -will be more costly. With 
the trend of risin^j costs, it is anticipated that breakfast -svill have 
a cost of approximately 40^ for the oncoming school year. 

2. The ma jority of the local school systems are tri in^ to "hold- 
the-line" on the price of lunch and breakfast to the children. We 
do not foresee a change in the price of the bre^ikfast t-o the child. 
One local school system did raise the eost of the lunches to the 
children by per lunch. 

3. There is an anticipated decrease in the availability of com- 
modities and this will increase the overall cost of the lunch by 
6-10^ per lunch and/or the lower the quality of the medals. There 
are no substantiating oi* reliable figures that can be used for the 
breakfast proc^ram but the amount of commodities is minimal. 

4. If reimbursement rates are not increased, there will un- 
doubtedly be an increase in the price of lunch to the paying child 
and/or a drastic reduction in the quality of the meah A five cent 
increase in the limch prices causes a 5-10% decrease in lunch par- 
ticipation or an 8% statewide decrease. School systems with the 
lower cost of lunch to the child have higher participation rates. 
A pilot study conducted in one local school system showed in- 
creased participation when the price of lunch was lowered. 

5. With the availability of State money to help underwrite the 
cost of free and re,duced price lunches, the area of greatest need 
in the State of Maryland is an increase in the national average 
lunch payment from general cash-for-food assistance for lunches 
from the present 8<^ to a national average of 15(^. This is urgently 
needed in order not to price the paying child out of the market. 

We hope the above information will be helpful in the legislation 
vital to both the school lunch and school breakfast programs and their 
contribution to the health and welfare of Maryland children. 
Sincerely, 

RirrHETTA L. Gilgash, 
Specialist^ Food Service Progranji. 



MASSACHUSETTS 



Bureau of Nutrition Education and School Food Services, 

Boston, Mass., July 26, 197S. 

Hon. George McGo\^rx, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Humxin 
Needs, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGonsRX : Your telegram requesting information on 
increased food and labor cost? and their relation to the operation of 
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs !s most timely. 

During the past fiscal year the average cost of producing a Type 
A lunch was approximately 58 cents and of a Breakfast, 30 cents. A 
recent UoDA Four-State study and an American School Food Service 
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Assoriatioii .snr\'oy of hiiirh posts rovoiilod cost fnctoi's within a v\\v\- 
jihlo of one coiit to oiii" a\ crafr(' cost. 

Those n\*crafr<'s (h) not icflcct increases in food and lal)or costs which 
l)efrJ^ii to s]:)!ral dni*in<r the lattci' i)art of the hist school yeai*. Neithei- 
do tliey reflect the antici])atcd skyrocket in<r of ])rices durin^r the com- 
in^r scliool yeai*. 

Witliont conii)ensatory increases in fcdei-al casli reiinhui'semcnts 
and in tlio \'alnc of a\'ailable fi'ce food counnodities. all school foo<l 
sei'\'ice ]^i'(^<ri'anis ai'c headed for finanrial diffieidty. 

Tnci'easin<r char<res to the childi'en. which ha\'c been at an avera<re 
of 85 c(*nts foi' lunclu's and 20 cents for hi'eak fasts is not the answcM". 
To offset antici]:>ated 2i)^r incivascs in labor and food costs, chai'^es for 
lunches would ha\'e to be increased by about IT) cents and foi" bi'cak- 
fasts, abont 10 cents. 

Previous (*x]xM'ience indicates to ns that each .*> cent inci'easc in 
chai'<r<'S will sui'cly i'(*s\ilt in a 20 ]:)ei'cent (h'clinc in the nnnibci- of 
childi*(Mi ]>inch;isinfr eitluM- lunches oi- bi'cakl'nsts. It is fi'i<rhtenin<r to 
conttMnphite tlie sepai'ation of at h*ast :U)O.00f) children each day fi'ojii 
needed nntritioual siij^j^lenientation. 

Yon aslv what sn^^'^^estions W(* wt)n]d make to iIn|)r()^'e these pi'o- 
fifi'ams in li*rht of increased costs. Companion bills intciulcd to sti'Ciiortb- 
on existinfr child nnti'itio?i pi'o*rnuns huw hveu filed in the Ilonsc (1111 
4974) and in the Senate (S 10()*)). Both bills are most coin])i'eboiisivc 
and if enacted. su))joct to fnrtluM- aniendment. would have a d(»sircd 
effect on the functional effoctixoness of all ]:)ro^i'anis. Becanso the re- 
imbnrsoiiient i-ate increases sufr^rosfed in these hills were established 
pi'ior to recent develo]:)nionts. wo feel that they should be adjusted to 
reflect anticipated cost inci'eases. Rather tlian 10 cents, tlie averair<' 
]:)aynient foi' ptiul hmches shoidd be increased to at least 12 cents and 
tlie special assistance factoi* foi* free Iunclu*s to at least 55 cents. Break- 
fast I'einibiirsenient I'ates shoidd be increased also in reco^rnition of 
cost increases. 

The T^SDA. actin^r on pi'esidential i)roi)osals and subsequent House 
action, but without Senate concnn*ence. has advised tlie States of its 
intent to subsidize only the sei'vice of milk to children in schools with- 
out available food sei'vices. This rathei- arbitrai'y action redu<'es the 
Si)ecial "NTilk Proirram nj^^propriation from ?07.1 million to $25 million 
and depi'ives millions of cliihli'en of low-cost milk. 

Foi' your ]:)artic\dar attention, we hav(* attached a copv of an ail- 
mi nist rati ve directive recently receiwd from T^SD.V jXM'tiiient to the 
pricin^r of a-la-carte milk served in schools o]^^ratinfr food ser\'ices. 
In accordance with this directive, summer schools s^^i'vnitr hmches will 
not be able to increase milk only char<res to make up for the proposed 
subsidy losses. 

If this same policy remains in effect throughout the re<rular school 
year, cities and towns throu^rhont the nation will definitely be con- 
fronted with a serious problem. Will they provide $72.1 million addi- 
tional tax dollars to fund these ])ro<rrams^ We do not think so r.nd 
anticipate that if the T^SDA rnlino-s pi cvail that thousands of scliools 
will withdraw from profrrams. Could it be that the administration 
fa vors such withdrawals? This action, also does not appear to be con- 
sistent with expressed Administration intent to alleviate local tax 
burdens through i-evenne sliaring and otlier plans. 
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We are grateful for your continued interest in our programs and 
suggest tliat you contact us imniediately in tlio event that you have 
need for further ijiformation. 
Sincerely yours, 

John' C Stalkek, 

Director. 

[Enclosure.] 

U.S. Depaktment of Agkiculture, 

Food and Nutritiox SER\acE, 

Prlnretoru NJ.. July ICu W73. 
Subject : School Milk Prices Are Frozen. 
To i'State Child Nutrition Directors. 

The Cost of Livin^r Council has advised us that the price of milk 
charged to children in summer school programs is frozen. The offoct 
of this policy decision is that no school which provides food service to 
attending children can increase the charge of milk to compensate for 
tlie discontinuance of the Special Milk Program reimbursement to 
such schools. We are further advised that the Council will try to 
publish a question and answer in the Federal Register reflecting this 
decision as part of their periodically published Q & As on the scope 
and effect of the freeze. 

Please advise your local school authorities of this price decision as 
soon as possible. 

We will furnish prompt guidance on the scope and effect of Phase 
IV guidelines when they are released. 

DA^^n B. Alspacii, 
Regional Director^ Child Nutrition Programs. 



MICHIGAN 



Department or Education, 
Lansing^ Mich.. July 30^ 1973. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Chairma7i^ Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs^ 
U.S. Senate^ Washington^ B.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : I am pleased to have the opportunity to 
respond to the five questions posed in your recent telegram. 

The attitude of the entire Congress toward the Child Nutrition 
Programs since they began, but more particularly over the past few 
years, has been extremelv gratifying. 

The problems of child hunger and malnutrition have certainly been 
brought into focus during the past few years, and I believe we are now 
at a point where we can actually see a bridge over the nutrition gap. 
Your efforts, and the efforts of your Committee and its individual 
members, have played a large part in bringing attention to the fact 
that we have had, and unfortunately still do have, hunger and malnu- 
trition among our school children. 

This is one program where the benefits are imniediately apparent, 
and where we know^ that funds spent are accruable to the intended pur- 
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pose. 1 ]iop(\ in tho faro of ra])iflly rising ])rir'os, we do not lose si<;lit 
of tlic basic nc^ods of all ])oo]^lo, and more iiarti< ularly those of our 
eliildren. 

If tliose j^rofrrains are allowed to fail, we w ill lia\e lost 2S y(»ars of 
])ro<i:ress toward the elimination of ehild lmn<rer and malnutrition in 
this oonntry. 

1. Estimated avera<rt* eost for H)7.V74 : T.unch OS.S^: Breakfast 

While avera^re cost data for in7L!~7.'] are not yet (•omi)lete, the 
above estimates are justifiable, and aiv perhaps even eonser\ ati ve. 
We have eontaeted several representative districts for vevtiliea- 
tion with the followin«r results : 

a. The overall increase in eost (1072-73 over 1071-72) 
appears to b(» about 2.')^* ]^(»r lunch and about Lfx* ]^er break- 
fast. However, the tri'eatest increases, lO^r to 12'^r,took i:)hice 
durin<r A]")ril, May, and June. Avera<re costs for 1072-7'> 
appear to be about 02.0^^ per lunch and 2^)f^'' l)er breakfast. 
This does not include commodity value. If donated foods were 
not available, another 7^* would have to be added pov lunch, 
and .3^* per breakfast. 

b. Continuinjr the eost increase data for the last three 
months of 1073, we proiected costs for 1073-74 and found that 
that thev compare as follows: 

1072- 73— Lunch, 02.0^^ breakfast, 25.6^ 

1073- 74— Lunch. 68.8^;* : breakfast, 28.7(?. 

2. Student prices will have to be raised for 1073-74 if these 
estimates hold up, and most student prices are already at the 
saturation point. Most schools witii whom we have alrcadv had 
discussions on price increases indi(Mite that fi\'(^ cents ])er lunch 
would not be out of line. A ^ycneral raise of h\*c cents would no 
doubt cut participation considerabi v. We have had no incpiirics 
concerninjr breakfasts, althoufrh a fi\'(* ccMit raise appears necessary 
here also. 

3. I cannot visualize the T'.S.D.A. bein^r able to purchase com- 
modities duriu": 1073-74 that would approach even 1072-73 I(m'c1s. 
As you will recall, P.L. 03-13 ]^ro\'ided for the unused portion of 
funds appropriated for conunodity ])urchascs duriufr 1072-73 
to be distributed to schools in tlu^ form of casli. This distribution, 
at least partiallv sa\*cd our schools from certain disaster durin": 
1972-73 and this is nnist Ic^rislation for 1073-74. 

4. Without increased reimbursement rates to at least 12^* under 
Section 4. and oOt* under Scctio>i 11. combined with "conunodity 
shortfall" Ic.rrislation, our school lunch proirrams will be discon- 
tinued by the dozens. A few hifrh scliools have already dropped 
out in favor of a-la-cai'tc and vendinfr machine ser\'icc. 

5. As vou mav be aware, most of our State Dii'ectors favoi* and 
support *S~1 003 (Humphrey) and HB--4074 (Perkins). Tliese 
identical Bills provide many innovations for both child fecdinfjf 
and child nutrition: wliicli incidentally should not be separated. 
My own view is that in spite of the tremendous value of these Bills 
"en toto" there are tliree or four items which I think of as "sur- 
vival items". 

A. Increased fundiufr ns follows : 
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1. School Lunch*— Section 4-12^ i>er lunch minhmnn. 
Section ll-50< per lunch viinhnum^ with authority to pro- 
vide up to 70^ in situations of unusual need. 

2. School Breakfast— Fully paid, 10^ per breakfast; 
free, 3(V per breakfast; reduced price, up to 20# per 
breakfast. 

3. Non-Food Assistance — Must be increased to the full 
$40 million authorization. This is contingent upon oper- 
ating funds in and "2" above. Without sufficient 
operating reimbursement, schools will drop out, rather 
than be coaxexi in. 

B. Provision for "commodity shortfall" must be made again 
for 1973-74, and should actually be made permanent. 

C State Administrative Expense funds are hopelessly in- 
adequate. My personal preference is for a "line item" budget 
increase under a new formula, rather than authorization to 
skim SAE funds off the top of regtilar program funds. The 
line item could be ba^ed upon a percentage of regular funds, 
but should not actually be drawn from them. The method 
used however, is not a big enough problem to worry over, as 
long as funding is adequate. 

D. I believe that support for Section 12 of S-1063 is nec- 
essary. This Section would provide for a re-definition of "no 
Program Schools" to include those schools, where food service 
has been initiated on a temporary or emergency basis, as a 
matter of expediency in getting food service in. Many schools 
in Michigan, in this situation are now desirous of converting 
to a regular district operation, which would be more accept- 
able to children and less expensive to of)erate. We cannot help 
them under current U.S.D.A. poHcy with no program school 
(reserved) equipment funds and "unreserved" funds are in- 
sufficient. 

In addition to your questions there are two other areas of consider- 
able concern to me, and I know to many other state directors. 

1. Xon-food assistance regulations or statutes should be changed 
to include those schools of marginal need. Michigan is now faced 
with the problem of many no-program schools, public and private, 
where considerable numbers of needy children attend, although 
they are not necessarily in "pockets of poverty." These schools 
house many needy children and others who need food service, but 
do not qualify for special assistance. One of our more classic 
examples is a district where about 30,000 children attend 60 schools 
where no Type A service is now provided. According to our family 
income criteria, there are approximately 1,500 needy children in 
attendance, spread out among those 50 schools. Today's regulations 

revent the state oiRce from providing; nori-food assistance to this 
istrict, presumably because the need, in terms of the percentage 
of needy children, is not great enough. The fact of the matter being 
that 1,500 needy children are being denied service. 

2. A similar situation involves the use of Section II funds. In 
the situation above, assuming that food service is initiated, the 

• At A ctmt i*f 68.8^. rtlBbanraentH ol lU and W ttlU fall 8.8^ short of prorMInf fuU 
coRt of lanchct Mnr«o trtt to needy children, cicept In eepcdnlly needy lehoou. 
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niaxiiniiiu rate of roinibnrsomont under current f^tatutes would be 
48(S (Sec. 4, 8^, and Sec. 11, 40^). This district is in a liinfli cost 
area, (and in fact dro])]HHl the Ty])e A profrraui sevei'i^l years a^ro 
for tliis reason) wliere luncli costs would no doubt have reached 
fw^' dnrin(r 1972--73. If all 1,500 needy childivn particijiated, at a 
loss to the district of ]^(!' each, an annual deficit of $49,875 could 
result. This is unrealistic. T believe that all bnichos served to 
needy children should he reimbursed at cost. A needy child is a 
needy child, no matter where* lie happens to live. 
Once si^raiu, tluuik you for the op])ortunity of sharing: niy views with 

you, and your coiuuiittee. If T can be of further assistance, ])lense let 

me know. 

Sincerely yours, 

JaMKS T>. BOROI'OH, 

Coordinator. Foo(lm\d Nn frifloii Program^ 

School Mahornenievf Sfrrirei^. 

State ov Miciiioax DF.PARr>rKXT <u- Euucatiox, 

Tjinshrg. Mirli.. A u (just 8. W73. 

Hon. Georok MrGovERX, 

Chainnan.Schrf Committee on Xntrltion and Human Needs^ 
U.S. Senate. 
Wa-^ilifngton. D.C, 

Deak Sexatok McGovekn: Tu my letter of July 30th, answering 
your teletrram, T was pui'posefully vafrue about State Administrative 
Expense Fuiuls. I had not completely decided which was the way to ^o, 
even thoufrh it is a cntical area. 

As I mentioned in my letter, I have been inclined to prefer a line 
item increase under a new formula. I based this primarily upon two 
criteria tluit (1) a 2Sf authority of t(?tal fuml allotuuMit uliprht not be 
adequate in many smaller states, (and this has, since ni}- letter, proven 
to be correct) even though it would be much more than adequate in 
irichitjan, and (2) if Section 4 ap])r()priations were maintained at 
current inadequate levels, a 27< skim-off would actually reduce (even 
though minimal) (*urrent reimbui^sement rates to local school food 
authorities. 

Therefore, reco^iizinnr that line item budofetinf; is not as ])ractical 
as overall funding:, and pre-sni)posinfr an increase in Section 4 fundin^r, 
I would support a percentage skinu wln'cli could in .some way be draft- 
ed so as not to hurt the small states. This might have to caiTy an 
authority for states to use an amount u/) to 3% of previous years ag- 
gregate allotments, rather than 29^ . 

I should re-emphasize that this is a very critical issue in all states, 
almost as much so as increased reimhurseuuMits, "conuuodity shortfall'* 
and non-food assistance. At this point, lack of staffing in most states 
does not even provide for completing required tasks, let alone handling 
critical local issues. 

Thanks again for providing me with the opportunity to respond, 
and if I can assist further, please let me know. 
Sincerely yours, 

James L. Borough, 
Coordhmtor^ Food and NuiHtion Program^ 

School M aimgement Services. 
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MISSOURI 



Department of Education, Jefferson City, AIo., 

J uly 1973. 

ITon. GEORfJ-E McGoVERN, 

Chairmun, U.S. Senate Select Vomniittec on Xutritlon and Human 
Aeeds, WaMngton^ IJ.C, 

Dkar Senator Mr(iovKHN : This is in response to your telegram 
re(juestin£r our i>€rsonal response to several cjuestions concerning: tin 
ability of our schools to operate and maintain existing Food S -ro 
Programs for children in the face of increased and ever increasing 
food and labor costs. 

Our response to your five specific- questions shall be in the order in 
which they were stated in the telegram. 

(1) While it is most difficult to anticipate an ever increasing degree 
of inflation, it would be our best estianate, based on our experience 
during fiscal year 1973, that the averjige cost for placing an attractive, 
nutritionally r^dequate Type A lunch on the serving line in our Mis- 
souri schools will be approximately 70 cents. It is our best estimate 
that it will cost somewhere in the neighborhood of 27 to 30 cents to 
place an acx:eptable breakfast on the servin<i^ line if we are to avoid 
the use of USDA approved engineered foods, such as synthetics, and 
unproven vitamin enriched products, eucli as astro cakes and other 
imitation industry promoted products of highly questionable value. 

On the basis of the best information available to us at this time, 
the above projected costs would compare with an estimated 67-cent cost 
for Type A lunches and an estimate<l cost of 25 cents for an acceptable 
breakfast during the last year. 

(2) On the basis of many contacts we have had with school adminis- 
trators in all areas of our state, there can be no question that the price 
of lunches will need to be increased this year. Again, on the basis of 
information received from local administrators, lunch prices will be 
increased from 5 to 10 cents, primarily because of the uncertainty on 
the final Federal level of funding, inflation, and possible loss of 
commodities. 

Because of financial difficulties being experienced in the continued 
operation of the School Lunch Program, very little interest has been 
expressed by our administrjitors in initiating the Brejikfast Program. 
It is our judgment that this lack of interest is based on the fact that 
Federal regulations and reimbursement make no provision whatevei* 
for labor cost which must be absorbed by the School Lunch Program 
and the fact that Federal reimbursement is limited to the cost of food 
only. For the few schools in our state that may continue participation 
in the Breakfast Program this year, an increase in Federal reimburse- 
ment to absorb at least a portion of the labor cost appears to be the 
only answer. An increase in the charge to paying students would be 
insignificant as approximately 95 percent of the breakfasts served dur- 
ing the past year were served free to needy children under mandate of 
district policy implementation. If we are to avoid the use of the highly 
questionable engineered foods, which incidentally are not available in 
all areas, the schools would require a return of approximately 30 cents 
if interest is to be encouraged. 
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(8) On the basis of my nioro than years experience as an ad- 
niinistratoi' of Food and Nutrition Service I^i o^ranis ( 7 as a stall* nieni- 
her of I'SDA, and the past '27 years at the state h'vel) and in view of 
our experience (hirino- fiscal year r.)7;5, there <'an he ahsolntely no (ques- 
tion that we may expect a decrease in the a\'ailahility of con nnodi ties 
which will ajfect cost appreciably. We need only to look (o the TSDA 
record (hn'innr figcal year 107P> when the Congress found it necessary 
to mandate a distribution of rash in lieu of connnodities. This I per- 
sonally advocated before congressional oonnnittees as far hack as 
1950. it became a reality in 1973. 

(4) For fiscal year 1074, a categorical state appropriation as required 
under Public Law 91-248 will provide approximately 1.4 cents per 
lunch. It is niy judgment that if Federal reinibursenient rates are not 
increased to cushion the shock of anticipated continuing inflationary 
trends there can be no doubt that participation on the pait of paying 
students will continue to decline, itistory has tokl us that each time we 
have an increase in the charge for lunches it has the effect of pricing 
a number of the middle and lower middle income children out of the 
program. This is the very group that has represented our major par- 
ticipants in the expansion and growth of the program over the past 
28 yeai's. At tlie same time we should be reminded that the middle and 
lower middle income families represent the largest segment of our tax 
paying population that are contributing toward sustaining the avail- 
ability of free lunches for needy children. In many, many instances 
there is very little dift'erence between the income of these families and 
those deohired to be eligible for free lunches under Federally mandated 
policy regulations. The.se are the families that are most drastiralljv 
affected by inflation. Without their continued participation and contri- 
butions, we would seriously question the logic in continuing to operate 
School Food Service Progi'ams strictly for the needy who are guaran- 
teed free lunches by our Federal frovernment. The schools of this 
nation were established for the education and training of children 
(all children), the affluent, middle income, and the needy. At the pres- 
ent time, lunches ai'e available to all children in our schools. The record 
will show that our lowest participation conies from the afllueut ; there- 
fore, without tlie volume j)articipatioii from the middle and lower 
middle income groups, it would seem illogical tliat we could justify 
continued offering of school lunches on school premises for just one 
segment of the school population, the needy. Even if lunch programs 
were continued on such a })asis, would this not be a form of identi- 
fication? 

(5) In the light of present conditions — inflation with ever-increasing 
costs — -reported food shortages — devaluation of the American dollar 
and the drastic effect these conditions are having on the major segment 
of our tax paying population as weM as upon our school financing, 
I would hesitate on such shon notice to suggest a permanent solution 
to the pmblems the schools are now facing in the continued operation 
of their Food Service Programs. It would appear to me that at least 
a temporary increase in reimbursement rates, both under Section 4 
and Special Assist^ance for the needy, j)lus a further authorization by 
the Conflfre.^^s for a cash in lieu of commodities distribution early in the 
school year, will be required if we are to avoid witnessing the with- 



33 



drawal of many of our schools from the National Scliool Lunch Pro- 
gram in fiscal 1074. Should such a situation develop, there can be no 
question that these scliools will rcvei't to snack bar and sandwich opera- 
tions through which they could recover full cost plus a small profit for 
those who can pay and no provision whatever would be required for 
the offering of nutritionally adequate free lunches for the needy. 

We appreciate your inquiry and are hopeful that our comments will 
l)e of some help to your committee in your congressional deliberations. 
Sincerely, 

Earl M, Langkop, 

Director. School Food Se?^*ices. 



MONTANA 



Office of the State Superintexdext, Helena, Moxt., 

Augmt 6,1073. 

Hon. George McGoverx, 

Chairman^ U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs, Washington. D.C. 
Dear Sexator McGo\t.rx : I have your telegram of July 25, 1973 
requesting information on school lunch and breakfast programs. 

1. The average cobC per meal for the 1972-73 school year was 
approximately 55 cents per lunch and 28 cents for breakiast. It is 
anticipated that costs will increase a niininuim of 10 percent for 
1973-74 or approximately 61 cents per meal for lunch and 31 cents 
for breakfast. This does not include the value of donated foods. 

2. Most school boards have not as yet made a firm decision relat- 
ing to the charge per child. I feel a majority of schools will in- 
crease the charge to the child by 5 cents for both lunch and break- 
fast. Participation tends to decrease as the cost to families in- 
creases which defeats even justified price increases. Approximately 
90 percent of those who participate in the breakfast program are 
needy children. 

3. We anticipate a decrease in the availability of commodities. 
I feel this will appreciably affect meal costs adversely. Individual 
lunch programs cannot obtain replacement food economically 
even with commodity shortfall reimbursement. In any event 1 
would urge that unspent commodity funds be reimbursed as a 
shortfall payment. 

4. It will be an extremely difficult year for school food programs 
even with increased reimbursement rates. This office is urging 
school boards, administrators and managers to do the best they 
can with available funds and food. 

5. I feel it will be extremely difficult to improve programs at 
this time because of the shortage of food particularly moats, 
cheese and other protein foods. Reimbursement rates must bo 
Increased in order to maintain programs. 

I feel the Humphrey-Perkins companion bills should be given seri- 
ous consideration. 
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Tliank yon for tlie opportunity to express niy views to yon. If you 
liave any "further questions, please let me know. 
Sincerely, 

H. Brisrin Skilks. 

Supervisor^ School Food Senures, 



NEBRASKA 



Dkpaktmkxt of Enr(\\TiON-, T.iNroi.x, Xki?r. 

./?//// 2(J. 1073. 

Senator Gf/ikok MrG()VF.RN, 

Chalmran^ J\S> Semite Select Committee on Nutrition ami Ilummi 
Needs^ Washmgton^ D,C^ 

Dear Senator McGow.rx : Tliis is in reply to your tele<rrjini of 
July 24, 197;5. AVe do, indeed anticipate an increase in por inoal costs 
tliis year in both the school lunch and breakfast pro<rranis. The aver- 
2i^Q cost per lunch last year \vas approximately 57 cents. AVe anticipate 
it may be 67 cents, or more, this year. A comparable increase is an- 
ticipated in the breakfast profrram.' 

Nearly all schools are plannin^r an increase in prices to students. 
Most are planning an increase of ten cents per lunch and five cents 
per breakfast. Such an increase provides the only available method to 
cover increased costs unless there is an increase in federal reimburse- 
ment. Nebraska provides only the bare minimum for matchin*; pur- 
poses from state revenues. A new state aid to education law pi-o- 
hibits local school districts from making: increased contributions to 
feeding programs. Increasing the price to students is the only other 
way to cover the increased costs. 

Yes, we anticipate a decrease in availability of commodities. This 
will result in comparable increased per meal costs at the local level. 
We, therefore, urge permanent legislation comparable to Pu ^ic Law 
93-13. 

It is anticipated there will be a decrease in participation this year. 
More children will purchase snacks at off-premise places rather than 
pay the increased price for Type A lunches. More parents from the 
middle income group will send sack lunches in an attempt to hold 
down their expenses, particularly those who qualify for reduced price 
lunches but refuse to accept them. 

The only solution to maintaining, or increasing, the present rate of 
participation is increased federal reimbursement in a substantial 
amount and an assurance that the increase will be continued, not just 
a temporary solution. Schools without food service will not consider 
initiating such service in the face of increasing cx>sts without assur- 
ance of increased assistance that can be depended on in years to come. 
Sincerely, 

Allex a. Elliott, 
Program Director^ School Food Services. 
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NEVADA 



Department of EorcATiox, Carson City, Nev., 

Augmt i, J973. 

Hon. George Mc Govern, 

U.S. Senate Select Committee on Kutintion^ and Huvian Needs ^ 
U.S. Senats^ 
Washington^ D.C. 

Dear Senator MrGo\TCKN : We believe increased food and labor 
costs will make it extremely difficult to provide nutritious school meals 
unless federal support for cash and commodities is increased mate- 
rially. Prices are rising so rapidly tliat it is difficult to estimate the 
increase in costs. I shall respond to your questions in the order in which 
they were listed in your telegram of July 24th. 

1» We estimate the average cost of producing a lunch will be 
80 to 850 which is 20 to 25^^ more than last year. We estimate the 
average cost for producing a breakfast will be 450 which is 200 
more than last year. 

2. We estimate the student price per lunch will increase 10 to 150 
per lunch. We estimate the student price per breakfast will in- 
crease 5 to 100. 

3. A decrease in the availability of commodities will affect costs 
appreciably. 

4. We believe participation will decrease unless reimbursement 
rates are increased. 

5. We suggest expansion of nutrition education efforts as de- 
tailed in companion legislation pending in the Senate and House. 

Please be assured of our continued cooperation. 
Sincerely, 

Eleanor Bateman, 
Supervisory Food Services. 



NEW HAMPSHIRE 



Department of Education, 

August 2, 1973. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Chairman^ U.S. Senate Select Committee^ 

Washington^ D.C, 

Dear Senator McGovern : In response to yonr telegram of 25 July, 
I regret the delay in answering but, I wanted actual year end data to 
base our reply upon. 

1. (a) The average cost per lunch estimate for fiscal year 1974 
in New Hampshire: $1.60 minimum wage — $.75 base cafeteria; 
$.80 satellite service. $2.00 mmimum $.8344; $.8844. 
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(b) The average cost per breakfast estimate for fiscal year 1974 
in Xn\v Hampshire: $1.60 nunnmim icage — $.Li()25 base cafeteria; 

2. Student lunch prices are apparently ^oing up on the average 
of $.10 per lunch. At th'? $1.60 miuinuun wage level this means in 
most cases a town is losing about $.17 on a paid lunch and with 
current I'SDA restrictions on gfung above $.40 ."^-^'c. 11 and $.08 
S(»e. 4 reimbursement, towns will be losing $.27 per tree luncli. Our 
State reimbursement is at the minimum recjuired by law and there 
is little ho])e for relief from our legislature who are hard pi'essed 
to meet current biennial needs. Their generosity in meeting cur- 
rent matching retjuirements was appreciated in view of other 
equally pressing financial rvcpiests. 

Breakfast charges are required by regulation to meet the cost 
of the breakfast less the $.05 reimbursement so these too will be 
rising. I would tstinuile $.0o to $.10 per meal, 

?>, I anticipate substantial reduction in connnoditics. Commod- 
ity receipts for New llan»pshire during the past thi'ee fiscal years 
are displayed oelow : Fiscal year 197"'— $838,116.00. Fiscal year 
1972— $027,244.20 ( + 10.63%). Fis.'al year 1973— $757,777.00 
(-1P>.27%). _ _ . . ■ ! 

Our conunodity utilization i)er meal for fiscal year 1973 equaled 
$.0587 per meal as against $.1072 per meal for fiscal yeai* 1972. A lO^r 
reduction in connnodities for fiscal yeai' 1074 would result in a loss of 
$83,025 1 anticipate over the year n:urh nmre than a 10% reduction. 
The result means the purchase of more pre])ared iteiiis in the wholesale 
mar'ket. I'he net incn^asc* in cost pei- it(*m owv "in house''' preparation 
aveiage $.03 to $.06 per meal in our ex[)er icnce. This additional <'ost 
will end up in the red line colunm at town meeting. 1 liave not yet 
rpprojiclu d tliis subject with our managers. With the Type A pattern 
as inflexible as it is iz.violable with r(*gai d to ])()rtio:i sizes ai'^" ii 
seems between a rock and a hard place. 

4. Rate increases are inevitable. We are suggesting them for t' \'ery 
concrete reasons stated above*. Participation i-,eems to l)e holding its 
own accoi'dingto our rate increase experience foi* 1073 — School Lmich 
is still a bargain. With our town meeting form of government however, 
most people will soon be aware of the los-es. On an estimated ])articipa- 
tion next year the state vvide losses (School Lunch Program) may well 
look like this : 

Meals— Paid, 10,703,746: free, 1,570,572: reduced, 780,786. Dollar 
loss— Paid, $1,834,937; free, $426,484; reduced, $213,242; for a ^ota\ 
$2,474,663 lo.ss. 

This loss equals for all meals $.188 (per meal). To be realistic then, 
Federal Reimbui'sement should he raised to meet these loss estimates. 
One soluti(m would be to reduce the percentage of free or reduced 
price meals (75% free or reduced) required to be .^erved before we 
can go above the $0.40 and $.08 reimbui-sement scale. While not solving 
the problem it could take a lot of sting out of the financial needle. 
Sincerely 3^ours, 

(tkokok a. TU'SSKIX, 

Director. Foodnnd N\tfnt(on Scrricc, 



*Exc(»eds maximum allowable reimbursement for a free breakfast (first time 
for thi« to happen in this State). 
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NEW MEXICO 



Department of EourATiux. Santa Fe, X. AIex. 

July 27, hT^. 

Senator George McGovfjix, 
r.S.Sevate 
Washhf/ton. D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : Tliank you very nnirh for youi' tdefrrJini 
of July 25, re(iuestin<r infornnition concern in<i: tho Child Nutrition 
Pro<rninis imd cnrrent le*;islatioM before C^ongress. I would like to an- 
swer your questions as follows : 

/. What do you eHfhtiatt' //'/// he the average cof^t hi you?' state of 

prodvchg lunch this n.mhig yea'} ? Hreal'fa*Ht? Ilo^r i: III tlm 

compare to last year? 

The avera<re cost for this pust year was 55.1^ with the situation 
which we currently have with respect to the increasing cost of 
food phis the anticipated increase ii' cc>ot of labor. T would esti- 
mate that the avera<re cost per lunch this coming year will lx» be- 
tween 55^* and 60^*. This is a conservative estimate. 

The average cost for bi'eakfast could ho estimated at between 
28^ aufl 82^ including food and labor. 

This cost will represent an approximate increase or 10% to 
15 9? over last years cost. 

2. Will the f^t\idenffi price he incirMM'd per lunch ? For hredh- 
faiit? Flow vHwh 011 th^ average wauld the hi/^rease be? 

Yes, almost all schools throughout tlie state h.ave had to increase 
to 40^ per student for the opening of the school year. It is antici- 
l)ated that in some districts there may be another increase about 
mid-year to 45^. 

J, Do you anticipate a decrease in the availability of comnwdl.- 
tities? Will this affect cost appreciahly? 

Yes, this decrease has ah-eady become evident in the fact that 
we will be receiving no dry milk this fall. We will be receiving 
only fryers, orange juice and ground pork under Pection 6. There 
will be no ground beef oi* turkeys j^-vailable. There is rlso an 
indication of limitation on salad oil and all fruits and vegetables. 
At the present time there are no fruits and vegetables for distribu- 
tion in the August delivery. This will affect the food cost very 
drastically in that these foods need to l)e purchased in the open 
mai'ketand will obviously increase the cost per meal. 

^. // reimhursevient rates are not increased^ what mill tlie specify 
effect be in your state? If they are. will participation decrease? 

First of all, there will be an increased cost to the paying child. 
Second, there will be a severe curtailment in menu variety and in 
types of food offered. I would anticipate a definite decrease in par- 
ticipation as the appeal and popularity of the program declines 
due to the cost restri'^tions. 

5. What suggestions would, you mohe to maintain and improve 
these programs, in liifht of increased cost? 

First of all, I believe that the proposed reinibui^sement levels 
contained in S. 1063 are the very minimum which can be wrought 
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in li^ht of tliost' increjisod costs. The roiinbursoiuent for tlio 
needy child's meal of 55^^ will just now harely meet the avera«ie 
cost ])er meal, (^ertainly, there needs to he an improvement in 
^^eneral mana<xement [)ractiees which will rcMilt in ^irea^^er econo- 
mies across the hoard, both in food and hihor. Howe\"ei\ im- 
proved niana<xement at the local level will reiiuire more staffing at 
the state hn'el in ordei- to maintain monitoring" sei*\'ices, consultintr 
services, review activities, and other assistance which may he 
required, 

I wo\ild ur^je every ])Ossihle means by \\hicb s\ipport and endorse- 
ment of S. 1063 could he developed. The Child Xutrition Protrrams in 
New Mexico are considered by all aihninistrators to he a vital aspect 
of t]ie ed\U'ation pro*rram of this state. To plaoe it in jeopardy at this 
time wo\dd indeinl be a n^'crse step in seek in to o\'ercume probliMns 
of poor nutrition and standaid levels of achievements in education. 
T lia\'e just retnru'^d from an administrators wor^:sho]) with supiM-in- 
tendents and business maiianft'i's from across the state. Their opinions 
very definitely reflect a strong s\ipport for child nutrition prooframs 
and a definite trend tow .u'd the univei*sal school food service program. 

Than)-- y( . very much for your hel[) in developing strong legisla- 
tion for the Child Xutrition Programs. 
Very sincerely yours, 

GUKTIMIKN Y. PlAOGK, 

Direrfor. Sdiool Food Servire Division. 



NEW YORK 



State EmTATiox Di:e auttvikxt, Aluaxy, N.Y., 

A ugust 7. W73. 

Senator Gt':orge MoGovkrx, 

U.S. Sevate Selerf. Commifiee on Nutrition anrJ Human Needn. 
'Wanh in gtan ,.O.t^. 

Deau Senator MrGovERX : In rei)ly to your telegram of July 24, 
1073 regarding School Lunch and School Breakfast i:>rograms we have 
gathered the following information, 

1, Average lu'ich costs in New York State in 1972-78 school 
year was $-62 while the average breakfast costs amounted to $.83. 

We are estimating a minimum increase of 10 to 15 cents for 
lunclies in the 1978-74 school yeai*, with an additional 8 to .5 cent 
increase in breakfast costs. 

2, Our information indicates that the student price per hn^ch 
will increase $.05 in upstate districts and $.15 in downstatc subur- 
ban districts. The breakfast charge to students apparently will 
increase approximately $.10. 

3, Any decrease in commodities will affect the total income 
of the program. Most of our school distri -ts are budgeting $.05 
])er lunch in commodities for the 1973-74 school year. Without 
the special "short-fair' payment in the 1972-73 school year, 
revenues would have been off $.03 per lunch in almost all of the dis- 

^ tricts in the state. 

ERIC 
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4. If reimbursement rates are not increased tliere will be general 
price increase to the students and many programs throughout the 
state will terminate, especially in the suburban districts. 

Districts with numbers of needy children may be forced out of 
program due to inability to subsidize the free and reduced price 
lunches. 

If reimbursement rates are increased schools may be able to 
either limit or eliminate increased charges to the paying students 
and be able to continue their free and reduced price lunch pro- 
grams without excessive local elfort. 

With increased reimhui-sement and limitation of increased 
prices to tl>e students total participation in program should in- 
crease as the price of home made lunclies continue to rise with 
increasing food costs. 

5. In light of rising costs and the demand at all levels of 
goN'ernment for more accountability in tlic expenditure of funds 
sei'ious consideration should he given to increasing tlie amount of 
administrative monies available for State Education Agencic/i 
with a specific staffiiig requii'ement for State Agency field super- 
visors, management and training personnel. Witli Federal Admin- 
istrative Expense funds up to a maxinnmi of To percent of total 
State Educational Agency costs an intensive program of Adminis- 
trative Reviews and Management training could help local educa- 
tional agencies to administer these programs more effectively. 

Consideration should also be given to re-evaluating thf" validity 
of the rigid Type A pattern as the only basis for reimbursement. 
The present system could lend itself to some over-reporting of 
Type A lunches in an effort to recover district overhead costs for 
management and supervisory personnel. The possibility of a flat 
grant for overhead costs on a per enrolled child basis might be an 
area to explore. 

Thank you for the opportunity to answer your questions and hope- 
fully to help you in your deliberations in this very important area. 
Yours truly, 

Thomas H. Cai vrx, 

Asf^lstant D her to-' Federolly Aided Programs, 



NORTH CAROLINA 



Brpartment of Public IxsTUumoN, Ralkioii, N.C, 

July 27, im, 

Hon. Gkoroe McGo^t^rx, 

ClutirmmK SeJerf Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, U.S. 
Senate, Washington, D.C, 
Dear Senator McGow.rn : In regards to your telegram, hinoh and 
breakfast prices in North Carolina will be advanced hv a minimum of 

In North Carolina the General Assembly recently passed a law- 
requiring that local school administrative units provide all school 
food service employees with an additional £11/2 days of holiday and 
vacation time. Adding this cost to the increased cost of food \nll mean 
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most schools will lie oporatin*r ^ flofirit or will force' tlioin to closp 
tlicir food service ])ro<rnmi. Labor and food c(»sts will he increased hy 
at least 20% over last year. T^ar<r<' niniihei's of stndents will he forced 
out of the school foml sei'vice pro^nnn hy the very fnct that the paying 
student is now bein^r priced out of pai-ticipation. With the anticipated 
decrease in coiinnodities. school food service and l>reakfa.st pro<Grranis 
face the tou*rhest year financially. 

Oon^rn^ss has mandated that free and nnluced ])riced meals be pro- 
vided all cliildren from families wliose iiicome is below the Secretarv's 
poverty guidelines. In my opinion, it will be impossible for states to 
carry out the requirements oT the law unles.s additional fundin*r of 
at least 5^ per meal is forthcomin^r. I respectfully request that you 
express to the Congress the critical situation facing the National 
School Lunch and Breakfast Pro*ri'J^m. 

Let me thank you for your contimied interest and support. 
Sincerely, 

Ralph W. Eatok, 
State Director. School Food Services. 



NORTH DAKOTA 



ERIC 



Depahtment of Pi BLic Instrik Tiox, Bismarck, N. Dak.. 

July 26. 1973. 

Senator George McCiovekXs 
IF a.sh ington^ D.C. 

Dear Senator MrGo\T.RN: The following is in answer to your 
telegram received this mornin^r: 

/. What do you estimate unU he the average cost of froducinq 
a> meal this coining year? 

Estimated average cost of producing a lunch in North Dakota — 
()3.18(?^. This is i\ 12% increase of the 1073 fiscal year cost. 

Estimated average cost of producing a breakfast in Nortli 
Dakota — 33.6^. This is also an increase of appro?.-imately 12%. 

2. Will the students'^ price he iiwremed? 

Per Luncli — ^arly indications ai*e that scltools will be increasing 
the cost per lunch at an average of 

Per Breakfast^ — we anticipate an increase in the cost per break- 
fa.st, particnlai-ly since schools receive<l th:* fiscal year 1078 decreased 
reimbursement information too late to raise the charge to the child. 
The average increase will be approximately 5^^. 

3. Do we anticipate a decrease in the availaiility of commodi- 
ties iirill affect costs appreciably? 

Yes. ITSDA commodity decrease will affect meal costs unless 
the "Commodity Shortfall Payment" becom^es permanent legis- 
lation. 

4. // reirnhursement rates are not increased^ what will the spe- 
cific effects he? 

Increased student charges and a tight financial squeeze for the 
school districts. 

// reirnhursement rates are increased^ will participation 
decrease? 
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If reimbursement rates are increased, we expect the scliools to 
hold tlie line on per meal charges for 73 FY in order to maintain 
j)articipation. (At the present time the scliool food autliorities are 
setting student charges based on the fully paid meal roimlnu^e- 
ment rate of 8^/lunch and 5^*/breakfast — T'layton Yeuttei- Notice 
dated June 20, 197;].) 

5. Suggestions to ?nahita?n am/ improve these progi'ams in light 
of inerea^sed costs: 

An increase in reimbursement for the child feeding programs, 
holding the line on minimum portions to meet the meal require- 
ments, and improved US DA commodity purchases. 

Sincerely, 

Roberta A. Boscii, 
Director^ School Food Services. 



OHIO 



Department of Education, Columbus, Ohio, 

Jvly27, 1973. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Chairmaiu U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Hummi 
Needs, Washington^ D£. 
Dear Senator McGox'ern: The following comments are in reply 
to your night letter received July 2,5 concerning the status of the 
School Limch and Breakfast Programs for the coming school year. 

1. li is estimated that the average cost of producing a lunch this 
coming year will be at least 72<^ and for a breakfast, 28^. We 
estimate these costs will be some 10% higher than last year. 

2. We are having many inquiries about the affect of the price 
freeze and the charges for next year. We antici])ate in many 
instances tlie lunch ])rice will be increased at least 5^ and in some 
places more than that. The charge to children for breakfast will 
stay about the same at approximately 15^^. Most breakfasts served 
arc free. 

3. Based upon last year's commodity experience we are antici- 
pating a decrease in the variety and amount of I7SDA-donated 
commodities. This will affect costs appreciably. It will be very 
important that provision be made for another commodity short- 
fall in tlie form of casli reimbursement for unpurchased com- 
modities. 

4. An increase in lunch charges nearly always results in a 
decrease in paiticipation. After a few weeks the decrease is often 
overcome. With all the costs of food, labor and other living fac- 
tors at home increasing, it is difficult to forecast wOiat the net result 
in school feeding will be. Based on an educated guess, it's possible 
that parents may encourage children to eat at school. 

5. My suggestion would be to increase the base limch reimburse- 
ment from 8^ to 10^ and free limches from 40^ to 45^. 

Very truly yours. 

Wade D. Bash, 
Chiefs School Food Service Program. 
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OKLxVlIOMA 



Depaktmknt of EnurATioN, Oklahoma City, Okla., 

July JL I97J. 

Snbioct : Effort of food and labor costs on Scliool Lniicli and Scliool 

Bi'oakfast Proofrani operations. 
Hon. George McGo^^5:RX, 
Washmgfoy}. D.C. 

1. Wo ostimato tlio avorairo cost in Oklahoma of pi-0(hirin<r a 
liinrh this coinin<r year at (viits and a bivakfast at cents. 
This is coinpai-od with last \Tar*s .Ki cents and li'^.-") cents lespec- 
tively. 

2. \Stndent pi'ice.s for bivakfast and lunch, when inci eased, will 
be increased pei* meal on tlie avei*a<re of 5 cents. 

8. The availability of commodities will be decreased, affectino: 
pel* meal cost fi'om 3 cents to r> cents, and possibly more. 

4. If reimbni'Senient I'ates ai'e not i;ici-eused. specific efi'ects in 
Oklahoma will be: (1) poorei' (piality meals; (2) inci'eased iiteal 
charf^es to the paying? child: oi-, (3) i)ossible cancellation of pi'o- 
^i:ram/s. 

If reinibnrsement rates are inci-eased. at this time we feel par- 
ticipation wonld inci-ease. Pro^rrams wonhl be able to oH'er high 
qualify meals for reasonahle prices in contrast to the pr jfit-making 
competitors who have increased prices to viake their proff. 

T). We snofffos\ in ordei* to maintain and improvethese progi*ams, 
in liofht of inci'eased costs. Oklahon.a wonld need 14 cents reim- 
bnrsement for lunch and at least a cent per rate increase for 
breakfast. 

Chester Coulter, 
Admin infra tor. School Lvnch Section. 



PEXXSYLVAXIA 



Depautmext or Edi tatiox. Harhisiu'ro, Pa., 

Augmt 20. 1973. 

Hon. George McGoverx, 

Chairnmn^ Select Committee on Nxifritioi) and Human Needs^ T\S. 
Senate^ Washington^ D.C. 
Dear Sexator McGoverx : This is in reply to your teleofi am of 
July 25, 1973 reji^ardinji: questions pertaining to School Lunch and 
ScHool Breakfast Programs. I will respond to the questions in the 
same order as appears on the telegram. 

1. We estimate that the average cost of producing a lunch in 
Pennsylvania this coming year will be $.63, while the cost of pro- 
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ducinjr a breakfast for tliis coming year will be $.28. Last year the 
cost of producing a lunch was $.57 and the cost of producing a 
breakfast was $.25. „ , ■ j x 

2. We anticipate that the student price will be increased tor 
both lunch and breakfast approximately 10%. i , r 

3. We anticipate that there will be a decrease in the availability 
of donated commodities and that this will affect the cost of pro- 
ducing a lunch and a breakfast appreciably. 

4. If reimbursement rates are not increased, this will mean in- 
creased cost to students and an increased burden to the local school 
district as well as a limitation in the variety of foods made avail- 
able to the students. It is possible that some sponsors may hnd 
increased costs so prohibitive that they may be forced to with- 
draw from tlie programs. 

5. We siigpest that nutrition education be stressed to promote 
the prof^rams. Of course, increased reimb\u*sement and donated 
commodities are certainly necessary if sponsors are to continue to 
operate their programs as in the past. - ■ • 

We appreciate your continued concern for the Child Nutrition Pro- 
grams of our country and trust that this information will be helpful 
to your committee. 
S" nee rely ^ 

Kexxeth G. Reixhart, Jr., 

Chief, Division of Food and Nutrition Services. 



SAMOA 



Department of Education, 

July £7, 1973. 

Senator George McGovern, 

Chairman, U.S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs. Washington D.C. 
1973 fiscal year cost for lunches, .53 cent Breakfasts approximately 
.08. Anticipate 25-perceiit increase in food materials; 5-6 percent in 
labor; a possible 23-percent increase in freif^ht costs. All student 
lunches and breakfasts are served free. Some indication of decrease 
in commodities. Purchase to replace decreased commodities would 
increase costs substantially as per above. Frozen chicken in 1973 
fiscal year .31 per pound; currently .67 per pound— reimbursement 
rates m\ist offset increased costs. Increased availability of surplus 
commodities would offset susbtantial portion of estimated increased 
costs. 

Tyman L. Stephens, 
Department of Education. 
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SOrTII C^AKOLIXA 



Dkpahtmknt ok Education, 

Hon. (jEORok M((j()vkrn, 

Chdiniufii. f'.S. Senate Select Cof/t f/tiffcf on Xufrftfon (uul Ilmntm 

Sknatok Mc-Govehn: Thank you for your tde^^rani of July 
1^4, 1978, requestin<j: information conccrninfj: South Carolina's ahility 
to operate tlie school f(x>(l ])n)granis wliile li<j:litin^r increased food 
and lal>or costs. 

Tlie average t-ost of producing a luncli last year amounted to 50.50 
in South Carolina (exclusive of TSDA commodities and some hidden 
costs that were not easily identifiable). 

As you know, Federal rein)l)iirsement for free meals (529r were 
free or reduced in South Carolina last year) amounted to 40^* and 
80 for all meals. AA> believe that if Federal reimbursement rates are 
not increased for the romin<'- year, the i)rice rhar<^ed will necessarily 
have to l)e increased in i)roportion to the increase in costs. In this office 
we are not reconnuendin^ over 50 inciease per meal at the be^rimiin<i: 
of the school year for fear of pricing the pro^riini out of reach to 
many of our youn^stei's who need a nutritious meal. Al the same 
time, if Federal i-eimbnrsement rates are incrca.stul this will cause 
increased rather than decreased particii)ation. 

We anticipate a sliarp decrease in the avaihd)ility of commodities 
for the comin<i: school year in view of the fact that local floodin^r has 
'•aused extensive damage thus affecting costs appreciably. AVe believe 
that if commodities continue to U'come more scarce additional appro- 
pj'iatiojis in cash iji lieu of commodities is an absolute necessity in 
order to to maintain present levels of the prof^ram (South (^arolina s 
l)articipation last year was nearly 80% of total school population). 

Additionally since Congress has not appropriated funds for the 
Special Milk Program (except for no pro^rram schools), this too 
vrill have a serious aft'ect in South Carolina since all public schools 
are pro^j^ram schools. 

Nearly 27 million extra one half pints of milk were sola to young- 
stei^ at a cost of 40 or 5^. This means an additional charge of 4^* to the 
child to replace the Federal reimbursement which we received last 
year if such is not funded a<rain this year. 

It has been made clear to the local districts that it is not the i)rero^- 
tive of the State office to dictate the prices that must })e charged to 
the child; however, our general reconunendation is to bejiin the school 
year with no more than 50 increase over last year's char^res if such 
can possibly maintain the pro^ri*5iJii- 

Thank you sincerely for your dedicated efforts in promoting: the 
Child Nutrition Pro<rranis which we administer. 
Sincerely yours, 

Davh) S. Matthews, 
Director^ O-ffjce of School Food SerrJces. 
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SOI'TH DAKOTA 



Sc iiooi. F(K)n Skhvicks Division*, Pikhrk, S. Dak. 

Jvly 26. 107-1 

Senator Gkoiujk Mc( i(>vkiix. 

CJwJntuNU I .S. Sem/tc Select ( 'onnnitter on s\}(frifh/n and 11 intuit} 
.Vf^^/'V. Wff'^h/fif/fon. D,C. 
Dkau Sknatoh McCiovkun : Tliis U'ttcr is in responsi' to yonr tclc^rrani 
will ell was rm'ivod on Jnlv :24, 107'>. 

/. Whfff ffo f/Oft e'Sfiyttiftr trill h/ the f/rrrr/f/e rr;.s7 it) ijoar Stale 
of proihtcing a hnwh fhh comhMj year/ A hrcakfoHf / Ilor }rtll 
f/ilft ermi jxnr to Jastf yeoi'^ 

Tlio avor'a<ro cost of [)ivparin<r a lunch tliis year will be hctwccMi 
55^ and (UV aiid lii«rlier if tlic niinirunn) Nva<re is increased. Tlic 
average cost of pivparinjr n Invakfast will be *iS^^ to These 
cost are a])()nt 159^ ]ii<rher than last year. 

,1. Will fJie.S'h/f/f'/ff'S i»i< ( he inevenHed per htneh/ 

Yes, a miiiinnini of 50 and in many cases 10^, 

Pee heenkfast? 

Yes, at least Tx*. 

3. Do y(m a.nfhipafe it i}e<i'i une in fJ\e it rniUihilif y of com modifies 
frill iiffecf eost.H a ppeei'lahl y ? 

Absolutely. In some cases a shoiYajre of connnodif ies could .'^ouiid 
the deatli knell for .some ])ro<irra]n.s. 

// vehnhitrRewevf i-nfes itre not ineeenseiL irhnf iriU he thr 
fi/trci'fe effects in yaite State ^ 

AVith 30 to 35% of our students elijribh' for fi'ee lunches if re- 
imbnr.senients are not increa.sed wlio will pay the difference? 
Many soliool ])oards are havin<r difficulty now ]ueetin<r costs and 
will not channel funds into hreakfa.sts and lunclies. Their only 
alternative would be to force the ]>ayin<r f*hild to ah.sorb the co.sts. 
Thi.s will destroy pro|rnimin<r. 

Tf rates are increased it will provide nioi-e opportunity for the 
needy to eat and allow ]7unui<rers some altenuitive from beans and 
and nuicaroni. The rates .should <ro to 12^ and 50^ but 10^ and 
ryOif could help ensure survival of many pi'o^rams. 

•5. What mtggestioT).^ }roi/l(l yo)t make to maintain (tmJ iviprore 
these p/'Of/ramfi. 7V light of i^a irrtseif coats? 

The people must be nuide to realize the importance of proper 
nutrition. With increasing food costs cheap snbstitntes for the 
real thin^ will have a hey day on the ^rf)cery shelves. These will 
nece.ssarily find their way into .school lunch projrrains as well. T 
am appearing before 1,000 of our .school lunch manatfei's and 
cooks at six reponal \vorkshoj)s in August. It will be distressin<r 
for me to face them. They have been challenged to produce meals 
year after year on low budgets and have received only the mini- 
mum i)ersonal compensation. If T can paint only a drab picture 
of Congressional and Administration interest as reflected in lack 
of legislation in the areas of increased reimbursement and money 
in lieu of comniodity shorta<re, Ihen where does it leave them. 



20-872 O - 73 - 6 



46 



1 believe the Senate Select (\)ininittee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs has a major role that should not even he transcended hy the 
Watergate Committee. Its I'oh is to get the message to the i)eo})le that 
we are reaching a crisis in our (luantity feeding i)rograms and there 
must be quick action. 

Your committee has the expertise and I hope all of South Dakota's 
members of Congress are 100% behind anything you attem})t to do 
to raise food standards. They had better be, coming as they do from 
an agricultural State. 
Sincerely yours, 

Mahtin Sorknsen, 
Sfaf{' Director, School Food Srrrlces. 



T^TAH 



Board ok P'nrcATiox, Salt Lake City, T'tah, 

Jiihj 26. 1973. 

Hon. Gkorge MrGo\l-:Rx, 
The U.S. Senate, 
Washington^ D.C, 

Dear Senator McGovern : In response to your telegram received 
this day we submit the following answers to the questions asked: 

1. (a) Estimated average cost of producing a lunch this com- 
ing year: 6^ cents 

(b) Estimated average cost of producing a breakfast this com- 
ing year: 31 cents 

(c) Costs will be about 10 percent above last year. 

2. The student price for lunch and breakfast will be increased 
an average of five cents per meal. 

3. We anticipate a decrease in the availability of commodities, 
which will appreciably affect costs. We iir? banking on cash in 
lieu of commodities to offset the increased costs. 

4. If reimbursement rates are not increased the only alternative 
to meeting increased costs is to raise meal prices. When prices are 
raised the participation of non-needy children drops which re- 
duces meal production economies making it even more difficult to 
provide free meals to needy children. 

5. We recommend that the reimbursement rate from Section 4 
funds be increased to help hold down the meal price to paying 
children. 

Sincerely yours, 

F. Wayne Glaus, 
Coordmator. Division of School Food Services. 
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VERMONT 



Dki'Autmknt ok Educatiox, Montpkmeu, Vt., 

Senator Geohgk M( (tovkkn, 
Se7iat€ Ofjfcr Building, 
W(U^hingto-yu D,C, 

Dear Sexatoh: In reply to your tele^jrani of July 24, 1978, 1 wish to 
offer the following comments. 

1. We expect the avera^jfe cost of j)reparing a school lunch this 
year to range between 00 and 70 cento. 

The average cost of producing a breakfast will range between 
30 and 40 cents. 

Both estimates represent a minimum increase of 10 cents per 
meal over last year. 

2. We are recei\*ing numerous requests from school districts for 
permi&sion to increase their nical prices. The average request is 
for a 5^ increase per meal. 

3. I do anticipate a further decrease in the availability of com- 
modities, with an adverse '.^fi'ect on operating costs of school food 
service programs. Coupled with the rapid inflation in the cost of 
food generally, a repeat of last years situation with respect to 
commodities is bound to produce ii crisis in school feeding in this 
state. 

4. If reimbursement I'ates are not increased, we can expect a 
decline in the number of schools participating in National School 
Lunch Programs, and i)articularly tlie Breakfast Program. In 
schools remaining with these programs we can anticipate a de- 
cline in the nutritional qufvtity of meals st^-ved. 

5. We suggest the follow mg measures to deal with the situation 
facing child nutrition programs tliis year. 

a. Increase reimbursement by a minimum of 5^ per meal. 

b. If commodity purchase agreements cannot be negotiated 
in a timely fashion to provide the quantities and variety of 
food staffs formerly available ( prior to FY 1978) to the Child 
Nutrition Programs, immediate distribution of casli in lieu 
of commodities should l)e undertaken. 

c. Funding to maintain the Special Milk P.-ogram in its 
traditional form (available to any school that wants it) 
should Ix^ provided. 

d. Increase funding for Non-Food Assistance to both No 
program and Program schools needing it. 

Sincerely yours, 

Edward L. Ryax, 
Chief, Education Field Services. 
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VTROTNTA 



r>KPAirrMKNT OF Eoi ( ATION, RiniMONP, Va.. 

Jvly 26. W7S. 

Hon. Gf/Orgk MrGovKRX. 

^ha/r7n/w, T^.i^. i^r?)ofr. Selerf CoDni} iffee on Nvfrifion nvd Hunmv 
Needfi. Washington, D.C. 
r>KAR Senator MoGoverx : In response to the questions in your tele- 
^i 'ann of July 24, T submit the followincr information : 

1. What do yon esthnate trll? he the average eont h you?' State 
of produrivg a hinrh thifit rowing year? A hreahfaM? How ir777 
this compare to lajit year? 

Tt is difficult to estimate the cost of producin^r ^ lunch and 
breakfast. Tt is a known fact that food costs will increase. Mam" 
school districts have reported they are finding: it difficult at this 
time to ^et food quotatio'^s and bids. Labor costs are also increas- 
ing. Averapre cost of produoinir a lunch durin^r tbe fiscal year 1073 
was 54.7 cents. Averapre breakfast cost for the same penod Avas 
23.2 cents. Tt is estimated that the cost for lunch will be near 60 
cents and breakfast costs will be 26 cents for fiscal year 1^)74. 

2. Will the fit}fder}tfC pnco he ivrreaxed ftrr tanrh? Per hrt ak- 
fastf TIov much, on the areraac^ ffoaJd the inrrea^^e he? 

Tt is anticipated that school divisions will increase their price 
for lunch and breakfast. The increase will probably Ix* 5 cents per 
lunch and breakfast with a sironpr possibility that an additional 
5-10 cents increase may Ix^ nex^essary durinpr the school year. 

3. Do yov anticipate a derreaf^e iyi the ava.ilahility of cow mod i- 
tienf Will thin affprt costs appreriabh/? 

The availability of commodities is uncertain. Tt appears that 
there will l>o a decrease, particularlv in tho meats, fruits, ve.orofa- 
bles, and dairv products. A decrease in commodities will require 
the <?chool divisions to purchase at hicrher costs on the open nuirket. 
A plentiful supply of donated merits, fruits, and vegetables will 
help control increased costs of producinpr a lunch, breakfast, and 
also help control increased prices to children. 

4. // rpimhvrsewent rates are not increased* what /rill the spe- 
cif c efects he iv your State? If the?/ are, will participation^ de- 
crease ? 

Proprrams cannot operate at a deficit. There will l)o a decrease 
in the quantity and variety of foods served. Some schools may he 
forced to off the program. Tt is recocrnized each time there is 
an increase in the price of lunch or breakfast there is a decrease in 
participation. The hiflfher the increase, the creater the drop in par- 
ticipation. Increased reimbursement will help to keep price in- 
creases at a minimum. 

5. What suggestions would you make to maintain these pro- 
gramsi in Ugh t of increased costs? 

(a) Provide additional commodities (meats, fruits, ve^retables, 
dairy products). 
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(b) PeiTnit labor costs to he considered alon^r with food costs 
in (lct(M-ininin<r reinihnrscMnent for the Breakfai^t Procrrani. 

(c) Permit liigher rates of reiinbun5einent ? Avera^ro of 10 cents 
under Section 4 fo\ all lunches plus 50 ceiits under Section 11 for 
free lunches. 

If this office can provide fuKluM' information, ple^ise contact me. 
Sincerely, 

John F. Miller, 

State Super rlwr. School Lviich Program. 



WASHINGTON 



Offkt. of Food Skkvk^f.s, 

Cjwowcv. MrGovKRN, 

Chainnan , F.S. Senate Selert Coitnnittec on Xutrit/'ou an// Tin man 
Xeeffs, Was/iinfjfton. D.f\ 
I)?:ar Skn.vtou M("G()VKnx : In responses to your iii<rht letter dated 
July 24, 1973, 1 submit the following response : 

L It is my estinuite that the iverafre cost of prochicinp: a school 
hnich in the State of Washin^on, this coniin^^ year, will be 65 
cents. A br-eakfast of 25 cents. In comparison with last year, it 
will be a 5-nercent increase. 

2. Yes. The students' price will be increased for both lunch 
and bi^akfast. Already 50 percent have increased i)rices — about 
half of those by 5 cents and the remainder by 10 cents. 

3. Yes, we do anticipate a decrease in the availability of com- 
modities; and we do expect this to affect costs appreciably. 

4. If reimbursement rates are not increased, we will lose 
programs, and participation will surely decrease. 

5. In light of increased costs, I make the following suggestions : 

(a) Provide 10-cent basic reimbursement for the national 
School Lunch Program ; 

(b) Provide 45 cents reimbui'sement for free and reduced- 
price lunches; 

(c) Cash payment in lieu of commodities, if value of com- 
modities does not r '^.ch 10 cents per lun h : 

(d) An 8-cent basic reimbui^sement for the School Break- 
fast Program ; 

(e) A 20-cent reimbursement for free and reduced-price 
breakfast; 

(f) The funds for the School Breakfast Program should 
be used to assist schools in financing tlie total cost of operat- 
ing School Breakfast Program. 

Virginia Whitlatcii, 

Supervisor^ Food Services. 
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WEST VIRGINIA 



Dkpautment of EnucATiox. 
Churlesfon, W. Va,. July 26, 197\L 

Senator Georgi McGovj.:r. 

Chairman, U.S. Senati' Select Coinmiffec on Nutritiov an(] Ilun) 
Needff, W<fMhlngtan., D,C, 

pKAR Sexatok McGovkrn: In reply to your tole.^rnim recoi\c(l on 
July 25, wo are subiiuttinfr the followin^r information c-onoerninir tlie 
sriiool food service procrrain in West Vir^nnia : 

• ^'tJr^'-^^^'"^'^^^^^ averajre cost of producin^r a sciiool lunch dur- 
\ng FY 74 wiii be nearly 50 cents and the estimated averaffo cost 
ot producing a school breakfast will be nearly 23 cents. The ayer- 
a^e cost of producing a school Irnch during FY 7;^ was approxi- 
mately 48 cents and tJie ax'erage cost of n scliool bi'eakfast was 
approximately 20 cents. 

2. Most hoards of educatu.n have requested permission to in- 
ci-ease student prices for the school lunch by ten cents. They 
plan to request permission to increase the price of the school 
breakfast by T) cents if food prices increase during August. 

3. We aiiticii)atea decrease in goyernnient-dona'tcd foods avail- 
abJe tor FY 74. This increase probably will increase the price 
of the I unch by 3 to 4 cents. ' 

4. If reimbursement rates are not increased to meet the risin^r 
food and labor costs, it will be necessary for scliools to ijicrea^^ 
.he pnc-. oi the school lunch by U or 20 cents rather than the 10 
cents already requested. This would mean that many students 
who no\v pay the full cost of the meal ^vonld stop purchasing at 
school. ^ ^ ^ 

5. I would urge Congress to increase reimbursement, rates to 
at least 10 cents under Section 4 funding and to 50 cents for free 
lunches under Section 2 fundin/r. Funds must also be provided 
for nutrition education so that the increased student participa- 
tion evidenced last year in West Virginia can be maintained. 

VVe appreciate your interest in and support of the child nutrition 
programs. 

Sincerely, 

Faitii Gravenmier, 

Director^ School Food Sfrvn-es. 
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WIS(X)XSIN 



T>kpartmi:nt<)k Pi klk I Nsrincnox, Madison, Wise, 

July SO. 1973. 

Hon. Gkohok McGovkhn. 
M (frshingfo7K D.C. 

Dkau SKXA ivm McGovKHN : Your concern for the fntn re of tlie school 
food scM'vice pro^'sinu in view of tlic escalating operational costs, is 
most timely and well founded. As yon are aware, there has been a tre- 
inendous pressure these past three years to expand the food services 
into non-pro^rani schools in an et?ort to reach more needy children, 
Xmy the s^^hoftl district anthorities a^'e deeply worried abont the avail- 
ability of fundin^r to keep np with the increasing program costs. 

The following is provided in respon.^^-* to yonr five questions: 

1. I estimate* a state average ccst of f>:5 cents for producing a 
Type A Lnnch in the school year; the breakfast cost will 
avera^^e 20 cents. The 1072-7^i state avera^re was appvoximurely 50 
cents and 23 cents respectively. 

2. There is no doubt that the charge to students will be in- 
creased. Many school districts have indicared at least five cenis per 
lunch. Breakfast char^rer. will also be increased hy at least 10 
percent. 

8. I anticipate a si^rnificant d'^'^rease in the availability in 
donated foods and the extent of decrease will proportionately 
increase the cost of producin^r the meal. 

4. The participation by ''non-needy" children, I predict, wil! 
decrease dramatically. There is little doubt that the more generous 
eligibility guidelines (12r)9f and 150^,^ of the Secretary's anmial 
income poverty level) will increase the number of participant^? 
getting free and i-educed price meals. Thus the Navional School 
Lunch and School Rreakfast Pi'ograms ai'e taking oji the appear- 
ance of welfare programs, rather thaw a nutrition — nutrition edu- 
cation program .>i*iginally designed to maintain the health and 
Aveltiire of all school children. 

5. It is apparent that additional federal funding \vill have to 
be made available; no less than four cents more for each Type A 
Lunch and np to 4;") c ints for tlie lunches served free to needy 
children. Additionally, cash in lieu of commodities should be 
allocated to the states if the amount programed is not expended 
by February 1 c. each year. Any new legislation should develop 
an escalation clause to offset rising meal production costs. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide this information. You are 
to be commended for your continued interest and effort to assist the 
states and local school districts in their uphill struggle to provide an 
adequate food service it. an acceptable cos^. 
Sincerely, 

Edward J. Post, 
idministratar^ School Food Sevinee Programs, 
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RICHARD N SMITH. Ph. D . DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT 



August 27, 1973 



Son.itor rieorKf Mctlovurn, CiuTirmiin 
n. S. SenaLf Selt'cL (lommitLee 

on Nutrition ^nd Humjn Nucds 
UniLt'd SLntes Senntc- 
Washington, D. C . 20.! 30 

Duiir Senator Mctjuvorii: 

Tliis refers to your tolGgrnm dated July 25 , 1973, requesting cert^iiti information 
regarding child nutrition programs. At that time we wired stating wc were I'o 1 ] t iij^ 
•jnd verifying information anu were mailing a copy of a letter written earlier to 
Congressman Carl Perkins. 

We have now collected data and are furnishing answers to your telegram in the nrdi'r 
in which the qjestions were asked. 

1. The aver.Tge total cost of prej^aring and serving a lunch during the 1971- /J 

scliool year was 65.08 cents including commodities. During the 1972- 7 5 .scliool 
year it was 68.77--up slightly less than 4 cents. 

II wt' project an increase of 20 percent in food prices plus .1 projeetL-d r> 
jt^rcent increase in labor costs fcV school year 1973- 74, this raises the 
tot.Tl cost of preparing and serving the luncli to at least 72.14 cents 
including commodi t i es--up another 4 cents. 

One must bear in mind that while food costs generally increased during tlu 
entire 19/''-73 school year they rose more sharply during the last 3 1/2 or 
4 n.ontlis of the school year (February through May). 

Therefore, if one considered the higlier food costs for tlit- montlm of February 
through May as having existed all school year, the average cost for the year 
would have been higher. Since 1973-74 is projected on 1972-73 figures, 
1973- 74 might well reach 75 cents if food prices continue to climb. TlierL- 
is a possibility, however, that skim milk or lowfat milk, now permissible 
under the new definition of milk, may be served by some schools wliich migiit 
reduce the total cost slightly. 



Tlie per breakfast cost for 71-72 was 31. 7c; for 72-73 it was 34.I5o--up 
about 2 1/2 cents. 
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A};;i i n pro ject in^ .in increase for 1 9 73- 74 o 1 2 0 rcvul in 1 nod v i . .nut 
1 ptTient in labor costs, this would rcsiiU in .i bn-akt.ist <.i»jit i>) i/.HM 
cenLb--ul) abouL 3.73 ctjnts. 

Yes, student lunch prices will be increased this coming school yctr, \-h- 
had estimated that at the start of school about 80 to 83 perctMit ut <»ur 
pub 1 i L- schot) I districts wou Id NOT increase lunch prices and Lliat about 
15 to 20 p erc<-'nL would. As school draws near, liowever, more and iiiori' 
school districc; .ire raising their prices. 

Of those disLri(.*^s thai have raised lunch prices, all have raised only 
^) cen t s exL t'pL t wo that we know of . TIk-sc two r .i i sod 10 cent s sub j cc t 
t o feder a 1 price cont ro 1 regu 1 at ions , These two pre v i ous ly ch a r>»ed 30 
cent s , 

Schools will be watching per meal costs very closely during the nuMiths oj 
September nnd Octobui . 

The p resent uu L I ook for commod i t ies 1 ooks bleak. Just how tlie new f ari:i 
program based on target prices will affect supply and demand as I 1 as 
food prices remains to be seen. In any event , any decrease in goveriinn n t 
conunodities will cause schools to purchase more foiid and thus incri-.ise 
their expend itu res. It will also increase student I'j.ich prices. 

I'urther, since there is a time lapse at best of 3 1/2 to A uidn L h s lu L wcc n 
the time the USDA first considers purchasing commodities .ind the t inu tiu*y 
are used by the schoo 1 , th i s pret ty we 1 1 est ab 1 i shcs the t .ul t h.iL L lie re 
will be few new commodity deliveries used by schools until at least the 
start of the second semes t er in January. 

It is true tlint September 4th we will mail advance reimbursement ji.ivnieiU s ti- 
eligible participating schools which will increase their cash on hand. Kut 
in view of purchasing conditions this fall» this advance payment will do 
little to reduce the total cost of preparing ar.d serving the meal. At 
le.ist fewer schools will have to borrow money for operating capital .and 
pay interest . 

If federal reimbursement rates are not increased, the price of student 
lunches will have to be further increased during midyear and certainly 
in greater increments. 

I ncreases in student lunch prices c auses the pay i ng ch i 1 d to not par L i e i [i.i L t- . 
The same day part ic ipat i on dec reases , overhead cost r i nc rease on a per me a I 
basis, Tht program must h ave the paying child participating in order to 
maintain voluiAe and keep the per meal cost as low as possible. Otherwise, 
the lunch program would serve only free and reduced price lunches at an 
extremely high per meal cose. 

As you are aware , schools m^ist serve free and reduced price lunclies . Furtlu r , 
in Iowa, all public schools except 16 kindergarten-only schools must maintain 
a federal lunch program by state law. Therefore, this fall, lOO/f, of our 
pvblic school"^ will have lunch programs. 
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1 iKivc read a copy of the letter written your committee by I im Rurmi^h , 
State Director for Michigan, therefore instead of repe;itinj; the s.ime 
recommendations will state that I concur with his recommendations. AIm), 
I wish to state that there is consensus within our Midwest Ki-^.i^Mi M.iLe 
Directors as well as with other State Directors who n short time u'.n s.ii 
in on a meeting of our Midwest Region State Directors. 

I wish, however, to emphasize a few points. 

a. Regarding State Administrative Expenses (SAE): 

It i£ true that SAE funds are hopelessly inadequate in view of the- 
workload. As an example, the time 1 am composing this letter is now 
8:30 p.m. on Saturday, August 25, 1973, because it is not possible 
to keep up with the volume of work during office hours. 1 mention 
this as a fact--not to solicit sympathy. Also, this is typical witi, 
me, with other members of my staff, and with other State Directors. 
Nor am I the only State Director vho works nights and on weekends. 

• Senator Mcfiovern, 1 strongly oppose any method under any plan that 
will take money away from food for children. Before the Congress 
votes on HR 9639 1 will have furnished further details on this to 
our Iowa Congressmen. 

I am against skimming or siphoning funds "off the top" for SAE. for 
nutritional education projects, for special training projects, or 
for any other reason anyone could offer. 1 do not agree with this 
principle when it denies food to children. 

Nor am I swayed the least bit when told this is the way it is done 
in most other federal programs. 

Congressmen are fully aware of the need for an adequate office staff 
for their own campaigns, and for their own personal office staff. 

I disagree with the USDA on this, with the American School Food Service 
Association on this (even though 1 am a member of their legislative 
c<Mnmlttee), and with the few State Directors who really want to see 
SAE skimmed off the top. If It happens. Pandora's box will be opened. 
Within a relatively short time 20 to 25 million will be siphoned off. 

If state administrative expense funds are needed, which they are, 
then let's vote adequate funds as a budget line item and get on with 
It, I refuse to say to the Congress that 12 cents reimbursement is 
absolutely essential (and absolute) for schools to operate a lunch 
program and make ends meet financially and then turn around and skim 
off a percentage which means schools won't receive th? 12 cents. 

0Also, the present formula and method of distributing these present 
SAE funds by the USDA Is, In my opinion, untenable. 1 have the feeling 
that the USDA themselves would like to get SAE straightened out. It 
Infuriates me when I think there Is a possibility that all States are 
not on an equal basi3--that some have been given more-- that some have 
been given less. 
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We Midwejit State Directors fought long and li.iril to j'.i'l Sitlioii \ NSI. 
Rt' imbursement on a performance basis so Llwit nil suites would be tri-itt 
on xin equal basis. We will do the same for SM:. Wo have been study in> 
SAK carefully for the last two years. I ask Iha question: Why hlu.uii! 
it cost far more to administer child nutrition programs in one state 
than in another? 

b. 1 would stress the recommendation that Llic present bO cent niinimum i r 
especially needy schools be realistically raised to 70 or 1^ lents. 
This fall we are in a different ball garne . 

c . A I so , the recominendat ion that re imbur semen t for all Uuulie s ser \'ed 
econom ieall y needy ch i 1 dren should be re i mbur sed at cost shou hi be 
g i ven mucii cons idera t i on . As Mr . Borough stated: "A needy eli i 1 d is 
a needy child, no matter where he happens to 1 i vi* . " A needy ehilcj 
is just js hungry whether he is alone or in a multitude. 

# We must not forsake the economically needy child. In all of 
education at present, our child nutrition programs are the only 
programs that give first priority and special emphas i .s to ser v i n^; 
his basic needs . 



In closing, permit me to say 1 was pleased when Congressman Pcrkin.s saw the ur,;cni 
need for HR 9639 even though HR 4974 is a much needed bill. 

[ have every confidence and belief that the Congress will take expeditious .letion 
immediately after it reconvenes after Labor Day to provide for the needs of fecdin 
tlie nation's hungry children. 

i'hank you for seek i ng the v lews of State Di reet or s and for the e f for t s ot you .iru] 
your commi tee. I consider HR 9639 to be survival legislation. 

Respect ful ly , 




Vern i:arpenter. Chief 
School Food Services Section 



VC : n.jm 
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Stale Office Building. 201 E Colfax 
Denver, Colorado 80203 
Telephone (303) 892-2212 

X««»tt;0(>WflW!*Paf«5l Commissioner ^ ^ ^ a r.^» 

Calvin Frazler September 4, 1973 



Senator George McGovern, Chairman 
U.S. Senate Select Conmlttee 
in Nutrition and Human Needs 
Washington, O.C. 20510 

Oear Senator McGovern: 

The following information ves sent by telegram on July 
25, 1973, at 2:00 pfn in reply to your telegram of July 
24, 1973. 

1. Average lunch cost BH 
Breakfast 3U 
33% higher 

2. Yes 5^ lunch 

15^ breakfast 

3. Yes 6^ per plate 

4. Oecrease 

5. Universal School Lunch 

The increase cost will be due in part to the increased 
cost of protein. This is particularly true on the secondary 
level where the protein requirement is much higher than 
el ementary level . 

If reimbursement rates are not increased there will be 
a definite decrease in participation. Middle class 
Americans will be the ones who will share the burden of 
the increased cost to the child. An examination of the 
participation figures in the National School Lunch Program 
for the past few years will show that the number of paid 
meals have been decreasing as meal prices went up. 
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In Colorado one third of the school districts have re- 
quested an increase in their meal prices. Others are 
holding the line hoping that additional aid will come 
from Congress. 

Increasing meal prices however, will not help those 
districts that have a high percentage of free or reduced 
price meals. With the limination on reimbursement that 
affects 90% of the meals served, increasing the price to 
the remainder would be an exercise in futility. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel G. Wisotzkey, Supervisor 
School Food Services 
Supporting Services 
892-2223 



DGW/mm 
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Texas Education Agency 



201 East Eleventh Street 
Austin, Texas 
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September 5, 1973 



Senator George McGovern, Chairman 

U. S. Senate Select Comnittee on Nutrition and 

Human Needs 
United States Senate 
Washington, D. C. 20510 

Dear Senator McGovern: 

I am writing in reply to your letter of August 30, 1973, in which you requested 
information regarding the operation of the various Child Nutrition Programs in Texas, 

My response to eacn of your questions is as follows: 

1. We estimate that the average cost of producing a Type A lunch for this 
school year to be 65^; and the cost of producing a breakfast to be 354. 
Each estimate includes the cost of food, labor, and other. This is a 
20 to 25 percent increase over last year's cost. 

2. We esti>Tiate that the student's price per lunch will be increased lOi to 
154, <.ind 54 to 104 per breakfast. 

3. We anticipate a decrease in the availability of donated commodity foods 
and expect that this will increase the cost of providing the lunch and 
breakfast appreciably. 

4. If reimbursement rates are not increased to offset the increase of food 
and labor for the various school districts, we believe it will have a 
negative effect upon all Child Nutrition Programs and eventually could 
cause some districts to discontinue the Program. We anticipate that the 
increase in the price of lunches to students will cause a decrease in 
participation. 

5. In answer to this question," I would like to make the following suggestions 
to improve the School Lunch and Child Nutrition Programs in light of the 
increased cost: (1) the reimbursement rate for free lunches should be 
increased to provide a minimum of 554 reimbursement (454 for free and 104 
for paid lunches) (2) a sufficient amount of donated commodity foods 
should be available to schools to average at least a IO4 value per lunch. 
The reimbursement rates for a free breakfast should be increased to 354 

and a provision should be added so that labor could be paid from reimbursement. 
Paid breakfast reimbursement should be increased to 204. 
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Senator McGovern, it is only reasonable for the Congress to increase the reimbursement 
for the various Child Nutrition Programs to an amount which would offset the increased 
food and labor costs. Unless this action is taken, the National School Lunch Program 
will be in serious trouble by the first of the year. We appreciate very much your 
continued interest in the Child Nutrition Program and if we may be of assistance in any 
other way, please do not hesitate to let us know. 




Charles A. Cole, Program Director 

School Lunch and Child Nutrition Programs 
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SUMMARY OF SCHOOL LUNCH TELEGRAM SURVEY 



FojtTY States Reporting 

1. Costof producing a lunch (37 States) — 

High: 80-85 cents. 
Low : 50 cents. 
Average: 61.7 cents. 
Cost of producing a breakfast (33 States) — 
High: 44-45 cents. 
Low: 10 cents. 
Average : ?0.6 cents. 
Increase in cost of producing lunch over last year (33 States) — 
4 States: Less than 5 cents. 
16 States: 5-9 cents. 
12 States: 10-14 cents. 
1 State: 20-24 cents. 
Increase in cost of producing breakfast over last year (28 States) — 
18 States : I.,e6S than 5 cents. 
8Stotes:5-9cents. 
1 State: 10^14 cents. 
1 State: 20-24 cents. 

2. Increase in price of lunch to students (38 States) — 

1 State : No increase. 
30 States: 5-10 cents. 
1 State : Over 10 cents. 

6 States : Unspecified increase. 

Increase in price of breakfast to students (33 States) — 
3 States: No increase. 

1 State : Less than 5 cents. 
21 States: 5- 10 cents. 

8 States : l^nspecified increase. 

3. Anticipate decrease in availability of commodities (40 States)— 

All: Yes. 

Will this affect costs appreciably (40 States) — 
All: Yes. 

4. Effects of not inci*easing reimbursement rates (35 States*) — 

16 States: Increased price of meals. 

8 States : Reduction in number of students who pay full price 
for meals. 

2 States : Reduction in number of students who receive free 

and reduced-price meals. 
1 State: Students will purchase food off school premises. 

7 States: Will reduce qualityf>f meals. 

• Many Rtate^ reported more HiAti one effect. 
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2 States: Will refluce quantity of portions. 

3 States : Will redufe variety in meals. 
5 States: Financial burden on schools. 

2 States: School will have to get more funds from State, 
municipalities. 

12 States: .Schools will he^nn to drop out of School TiUucli 
Prop'am. 
Participation decrease (12 States) — 
All: Yes. 

Sup^restions foi' maintaining and improving programs: 

Immediate legislation to inci'euse reimbursements for meals 

\yith escalator clause to cover futm*e increases. 
Keinstitution of Federal regulations concerning time and ])lace 

of sale of competing food items. 
More comnmdities oi-eash in lieu of coumiodities. 
Continuation of Special Milk Program. 

Xntrition cdii(;ation programs to prevent children from buy- 
ing uonnutritious junk foods. 

Nonfood assistance icgulations and regulations concerning 
Section 2 funds should be changed to inchide schools of 
marginal need. 

Spend all fimds appropriated for child nutrition programs. 
Provide funds to States for better' administration of programs 
on State level. 

Provide funds to States for administrative expenses of com- 
modities. 

Reimburse schools on basis other than the number of Tvpc A 
lunches served, for instance, fiat grant per child enrolled. 

Include labor costs ui i-eimbursement under School Breakfast 
Program. 

Make meals available to all school children on the same basis 

as all ot})er scljool programs. 
Better and more efficient administration of programs at local 

level. 



Projectiox of Impact on Sii dext Participation 

It is clear that food and lal)or costs have gone up siil)stantially for 
every State scliool food S(»rvices program, and in most cases that 
these costs will be passed along to the students. In addition, all tlie 
State directors recognize a lack of federally donated commodities as 
a substantial problem. 

Each State director supports inci^ased Fe4leral reiinhui*seinent for 
the lunch, breakfast, and milk programs. If the reiinbui-sement nites 
are not increased, manj things may liap^ien. Twelve States specifically 
mentioned the possibiliti- of schools dropping out of tlie Xationul 
School Lunch Program. Others talked about reduced quality, quantity, 
and variety of meals: and the added Inmlen on State and local funds 
to meet the demand. 

Increasing the meal price is one possible solution to increased costs, 
but should be done with caution because it inevitably decreases average 
daily participation rates. 

Two studies gathered on I>eha1f of the U.S, Depaitinent of Agri- 
culture indicate a gj'eat dip in paiticipation when prices are raised. 
Pittsburgh ntudy: Participation droppe<l 2.5 percent for every 
1 cent increase in price which has now incrcasea percent (20 
cents to 47 cents). 

Montgomery County atmhj: KleiU Mitary schools — participation 
dropped 1 percent for every 0,7-cent increase in price with a price 
increase of 43 nercent (85 cents to 50 ^ents) . 

High schooM — Participation dropped 1 percent for every 1.08 
cent increase in price during the price increase of 57 percent 
( 35 cents to 55 cents) . 
Roughly speaking, the results of thete surveys indicate that for 
every 1 cent increase in meal cc^ts — students desert by 1 percent. 

Therefore, if each program in the country were to increase its 
meal cost an average 5 cents per lunch, 5 percent of the total participat- 
ing paying students may drop out. This could be— based on participa- 
tion figures from April 1973—5 percent of alwut ir> million students, 
or 800,000 students lost to the program. Paying an average of 35 cents 

Eer meal, this is a loss of revenue totaling $280,000 per day. It should 
B noted that many States will increase their meal price more than 
5 cents per meal, causing even greater loss of revenue. 

(65) 
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LETTERS FROM 
CONCERNED CITIZENS AND GROUPS 



CONNECTICUT 



School Food Skrvick Assn., Nokwalk, Conn. 
Senator GnoRtiK S. ^IcCiovern, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dkak Sknator M('(;ovkrn : As IMesidtMit of tlie ConiuH-ticut Scliool 
Food KiM'vico Association, on belialf of a]] school lundi workers, rep- 
resenting almost 1,0(^) schools in the State of Coiniecticut, feeding 
hett-er than 200,000 stndeiit.s, we iir^re you to vote for H.K. 0639. 

The situation is most critical. Food and labor costs have skyrocketed. 
WitliOut the additional Huaucial help outlined in H.R. 1)639, school 
systems will not be able to continue, let rJone initiate new lunch 
programs. 

As solutions to this crisis we suggest : 

1. Legislation pending before Congress H.H. 9639 slumld re- 
ceive prompt cojigressional actioji, whicl) will provide some meas- 
ure of financial relief to the programs. 

2. U.S.D.A. should instruct food suppliers to give school food 
service programs first priority on all available supplies of scare 
items at prevailing prices. 

3. The proposed cut in the appropriation for the special milk 
])rograms should be restored. 

Highlights of H.R. 9030 are enclosed. The passage of this bii) is 
imperative and your support is most appreciated by every child, every 
parent, and every school lunch worker iu Connecticut. 
Very truly yours, 

Frank A. HARms. 
Presidem; C.S.F.S.A, 

\ P^nclosure.] 

Rksumk of H.R. 9630 

A bill tliat would provide additional Federal financial assistance to 
the school luiu'h and school bnakfast program. 

The bill, introduced by Congressnuin Carl Perkins. Jidy 'JOtlu 1973 
would provide the following: 

1. Section 4: Section 4 roimbnrsenuuit rate woidd inci-ease from 
S^ltolO^^. 

2. Special Assistance (Section 11) : (a) Special Assistance fac- 
tor for free meals would not be less than 4*5^: (b) Special Assist- 
ance factor for reduced price meals would not be less tiuin 10^- less 
than the special assistance factor for free meals; and (c) Espe- 
cially needy schools will receive not less than 60^^ per lunch. 
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'\. Hroiikfrtst : (a) All bivjikfast w ill rocoivo So rcMinbursoniont : 
([)) All fr(M» l)n'iiki'iist will rccoivc So plus 200: and (c) All iv- 
duced price breakfast will roceive 8^* plus 150, 

4. Cash in licMi of connnoditics : Hy Febrwary the loth the Sec- 
retary of A^ricnltiire will estimate the value of coniiuodities and 
other foods that will be (hdivcM'ed to schools (hiring the Hscal year. 
The ditl'erence be*^ween this fi^\ire and the aniownt appropriated 
hy Section 41(>, ^ ction ;V2, ami Section 7(H) will be distributed to 
state educational a^encic^s by ^farch IT) in cash. 
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CeXIT^AI. TTiOII ."^^' IIOOI., TllOMASVII.I.E, Ga., 

August 15, 1073, 

Hon. Gkoroe McGovekn, 
Washington. D.C. 

Dear Sir: We are in a strained position foi- the coming sclioo] year 
in our school liuich program. 

The price of food ha,s i-eaclied such ])i-oi)oi-tions that we will ha.ve 
difficidty operating. If yon could do anything- tluit \vo\dd increase- tlie. 
re-imburseir'"!it rate it would l>e a ^rmit sei'vice to the scliool childrc ;i 
of this nation. 

Thank you for any assistance yon can <riv6 to us in this matter. 
Sincerely youi*s, 

Wai.lace Cii/lds, Fnvcipal. 



EaRTV'IEW El.EMKNT/.rtY ScMTOOL, AmeHICI'S, Ga.. 

AngvM 17. 1973. 

wSenator McGo\^rn, 
WasUngfon. D.C, 

Dkar Sir: This letter is asking: your support on H.R. 1)639. As yo\i 
know we, tlie school linich ituuia^ers. are facing a fiiiancial dilenuiui. 
We want to continue to give our boys and girls a balanced lunch each 
day in school. 

With the high cost of food and labor we can*t do this without vour 
support. We are also intei-ested in a br-eakfast program in oui- school. 
Yours tndy, 

Elma Rutherforo. 
P.S. — Please help us get tb*^ S/P milk back. 



XEW MEXICO 



Department of Education, Santa Fr, N. Mex. 

Augmt.% J .973. 

Hoi?- George McGoveun, 
Was ii 'mg ton. D . C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : I want to take this opport\mity to point 
out to you the extremely critical nahire of the School Food Services 
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Protr]\'in)S in tlio Stato of Now Moxico as wo look to tlio opo]iiii<r of 
srliool tills Fall. 

The curn'iit status of tho ])rio(' fmv.o and the su])])ly of ])(M'islial)li' 
and ])ro(VHSpd foods places scliools in our State in a position of roal 
Hnancial disastcM*. Pricos to cliildicMi which havo hem incroascd in tho 
last >var in most of our schools fi-oin I^rx,* to 40^* will, in all likoliliood, 
lUMvl to a^rain he incroascd within the next few weeks in order to meet 
the spiralin<r costs of food, ^^any sn])0!"intondents have contacted onr 
office with an nr<rent plea foi- additional assistance in any way tin t we 
may he ahle to hel]) them. 

As yon may know, "Representative Carl Perkins of Kentucky has 
introduced a bill in the House of Representatives (HR 9630) railing: 
for an iTuuiediate increase in fodeial rein\bursoment in Section 4 and 
Section 11. Fndei* this Lep-islation, Section 4 would be ijici eascd from 
8c* to 10<^ ami Section 11 fiom 40^ to 45(,*. This added reimhui-sement 
would hel]) <rreatly m ineetiu<r the incier.sed costs of o])eratiou. 

The avpvji^ro cost pei* luiu'li to the school district in New AFexioo as 
ol' July 1 was r>r).i(>. As you can see, this cost will not he met entirely 
by an iiu*reascvl l eimbursemeiit : howevei*. the diffei-puce between the 
reimbui'semeiit and the cost which wo anticipate at the be<rinni]i<r of 
this year will he met throutrh expendituies f.oin school opei'atin<r 
funds. During the past year, dilitront efforts have been taken by school 
disti'icts to curtail all possible costs of o])eratio]i, inclndinjir improved 
mana<ren\e]it for efficiency menu plaunintr and bettei* ] urchasin<r 
methods. 

Many schools anticipate inci'eased participation this yeai- due to the 
lii<rhei' costs of family food huyintr and the l estT'ictioTi of available nu- 
tritions foods. T ho])e that school districts will not be forced into a 
decision as to whethei* or not they can continue School Food Sei-vice 
Pi'otri'ams in li»rht of the increasiu<r sti-aius u])on existin^r •esou]"ce.s. 

Yoni- effoKs and iiiterest in prior nutritions propframs in the past 
have hvvn exemplary. We look foi-ward to coiitimied su])poi-t fi'om 
you in oi'der that these vital protrrams will not be sacrificed at this time 
of economic uncertainty and pivssui'e. Thank you vei-y much foi* your 
interest and concerTi. We will be ea^rerto provide aiiy infoi'iuatioTi you 
may iieoc* in ordei* in su])])ort this ur<rent measure. 
VeiT sincerely youi'S, 

Grktciikv Y. Pl.\cjok, 
Director^ School Food Sc-mce!<. 



Santa Fk, N. Mex., 

August 29, 1973, 
T)>, vn Skxatou McGovkhx : Pm w!*;t'u<r to wv^e vou to vote in favor 
of H.R. 0630— the bill that will provide additional Federal financial 
aid to the School Lunch and Breakfast Pro<rrams. 

T'm employed as manager of the Scliool Lunch Protri-am at St. 
Catherine's Lidian School. Ei^rhty percent of our children come from 
real low income families; and the other 20 percent — well, maybe, aver- 
atro or i:)erhaps less tlian average. 
Hope you win help pass this bill. 
T thanlc you and God bless you. 
Sincerely youi'S, 

MANirKT. I. VaI.EN'CTA. 
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Offuk of Food Skrvicks. Akron. Ottto. 

A}ff/Nsf 17. /.97.1 

TTon. Gkorof. S. AFcMIoverx. 
r.S. Senate. 

Dear Skxatou McGovf.rn : This fall has proved to he very fnii^trat- 
iiiir ill trying to prepare for the be^inniu^ of school in September to 
still y)rovirV a hi«rli-niuilitv nutritious lunch foi-our 10.000 elementai'v 
students he.M^ served under the National vSrhool Lunch Profrrani. T 
would like v *rv much to ask foi* yonr support of HR-^OG.SO Amend- 
luenf to the X. tion 1 School Lunch Art and Cliild Xutrition Act which 
will increaf^e h \o).s of federal assistaju'e to .schools aiid school break- 
fast programs {.'id M-ill make commodity le<rislation of March. 1073. 
permanent. 

As T nnde]*stand this hill, it will : 

1. Increase Sectioii 4 from 8 to 10 cents. 

2. Increase Section 11 from 40 to 45 cents. 

3. Increase breakfast from 5 to 8 cents. 

4. Increase free breakfast f i*oni 20 to 28 cents. 

5. Establish permanent le^slatiou for cash payments to sup- 
port com mod it _v short falls. 

Even though we have had to raise our prices to our paying: custom- 
ers by five cents, there ij^^ a tremendous void, since over half our 
innches are served free. This is where we will really he hurt if this 
leg^islation is not passed. Many items have had drastic increases, as 
I am sure you are aware: but an example would be a sausage pattie, 
two ounce cooked, that last year we paid 10 cents for. This year it is 
16 cents. 

Our pre-cooked beef crumbles, which last year we bonirht at f^4 cents 
a lb., this year are 7<> cents a lb.; but no one knows what it will be 
after tlie beef price freeze ^oes off September 13, It is forecast at least 
a 20 percent increase. 

Tia.st year our Board of Education supported our Food Service pro- 
<rram \\\ excess of one hundred sixty three thousand dollars: and if 
we ^et no additional help this year in forms of this letrishition, I shud- 
der to think what our losses will be. If they are too ^rreat, I am afraid 
there micrht be a discontinuation of the vSchool Lunch Pro-am in 
Akron. I hope this will not be the case, but we do have to realize it is 
a real ix)ssibility. 

Thank yon for listening to me. 
Sincerely \ours, 

Wtltjam W. Prictxard, 

Coordinator, School Food Services. 
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4617 Lkathkrwooh, Memphis, Tknn. 

August 15.197,3, 

Dkar Skxator McGovkrn: T ur^e your support of Rep. Car] Per- 
kins* food relief hW\ TT.R. 0630, whi'cli lie introclncod July 26, 1073, 
and its coin]){inion hill in the Senate. 

Wo have put in tlionsaiuls of volunteer hours in Memphis tohel]) the 
school system implement a Type A School Lunch Pronrram for needy 
children. The need is ci-ucial as evidenced by the fact that last May 76 
])ercent of the Type A Innches were foi* children who met T^SDA 
])Overty ^j^uidelines. 

If will cost 53 to Tjo cenis to prod?ice this meal durinc: tlic coniin<r 
year, and the present n iinl)urs<MTient rate is only 4S cents. 

We understand commodity donations will he reduced also. 

I thiid< it is vital that our economic mistakes not he visited on chil- 
dren of the poor — whose nutritional needs already are in jeopardy at 
home because of prohibitive costs. 

Please pnt TLR. 9630 at the to]) of youi" list of hills to support in 
the next session. It is tlie only ho])e of inany School Lunch Prof^rams, 
including Memphis. 
Sincerely, 

Mi*s. HARorn E. Crawford. 



VIROINTA 



2802 Canton A\t=:., Chesapeake. Va. 

A ugvM29. 1073. 

^ Dkar Skn.xtor Mc'Govkrn : I am askin<r your support for H.R. 9630. 
Namely to increase funds for free and reduced-price school lunches, 
nonfood assistance and special milk ap])ropriations. 

We need to fod our children mitritioiuilly balanced uu^als at school 
and need this bill to keep makinp^ it possible. 

I will thank you in advance for your coo])eration in this most im- 
poi'tant leo^islative matter. 
Sincerely, 

Tre N K C I . a RKE , Cafe te i 'la Ma n ager. 



National Concjress of Parents and Teachers, 

Chicago. ni..AvgvM2U W7S. 

Hon . Georcj e McGovern, 

V.S. Senate Select Committee onNutvition a7ul Human Needs. 
Washington. D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern: In behalf of the National PTA, T am 
\yritino: to you as ehaiiTuau of the Senate Select ronuiiittee on Nutri- 
tion and Human Needs to seek your help. 
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The National PTA is deeply concerned about the chaotic and un- 
fortunate condition in which school districts find themselves as schools 
open for the new year. The action of the House in cutting the special 
milk fund to $25 million, and limiting the milk program to schools 
with no lunch programs, anc the failure to resolve in conference the 
differences between the amoimts appropriated by the House and Senate 
for the special milk fund, have caused school districts to raise the 
])rice of a half -pint of milk from ^ cents to 8 cents and even 10 cents. 
Compounding the problems for the schools are the rising costs of food 
and labor, food shortages, a reduction in the amount of government 
donated foods, and the refusal of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
to increase funding for the school lunch program. 

'\^^lat all this means is higher prices for milk and school hmches, as 
well as the very real possibility of a deterioration in the quality of the 
nutritionally balanced meals now ])rovided. Families hit hardest will 
be the middle class and the working pooi* who are barely making it 
because of nmaway inflation. 

As you know, PTA has a deep and abiding concern for the health 
of our cliildren and youth. For many yea re we liave supported tlie 
special milk projrram and higher subsidies for free hinches and re- 
duced price lunelies. We wo\ild hope tl\at cliildrv>n and yo\ith are not 
the innocent victims of inflation at home and at school. However, \inless 
the House accepts the amoimt of $97,121^ million appropriated by the 
Senate for the special milk fund, and the Omcrress and Agricidtnre 
Department increase their sup])ort for the school lunch and break- 
fast programs, school districts will liave no alternative l)\it to continue 
to increase prices, and even more families will no longer be able to 
afford to have their children buy a nutritionally balanced school lunch, 
or even milk. 

The National PTA has asked to testify before the hearings being 
set up by the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 
and we hope that we wmII be invited to do so. Nevertheless, because of 
the urgency to find a solution to the immediate problems described 
above, we liave written today to urge you to do whate\'er yon can. 
Sincerely, 

Gracr C. Batstnoer, 
Ohmrrncfh, Coordinator of Legislative Activity, 
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EMERGENCY DECLARATION 

of the 

American School Food Service Association 



on 



FOOD SERVED IN CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 



When the school bell rinfes in September, thou- 
sands of schools may be laced with no lood lor 
school children or limited food for preparing meals 
unlpss immediate aid is mobilizbd. 

This lood crisis threatens the nutrition and health 
of the nation's children. American School Food 
Service Association members, meeting in New 
Orleans for the 27th Annual Convention, expressed 
concern about the school child's need for food 
during the school Jay. 

Several factors are responsible for this crisis 
that has reached critical proportions; 

1. Schools are unable to obtain supplies of 
foods, especially protein foods, with which to 
prepare lunches when schools open this fall. 
Food companies are refusing to accept orders 
to supply foods, regardless of price. 

2. Government-donated foods, long a mainstay 
of the school lunch program, are expected to 
be close to $200 million short of the amount 
presently budgeted for school meals. Little 
or no pork or beef will be donated by USDA 
to schools in the months ahead. And basic 
foods such as cheese and dry milk are 
either scarce or not available as commodities. 

3. The U.S. Department of kg: c»'lture in a 
hearing on July 11. 1973, before he House 
Education and Labor Committee refused to 
support any increase in federal funding for 
the school lunch program this year in spite 
of sharply increasing costs of food and labor. 
USDA's refusal applied to those funds that 
had been requested in proposed legislation. 
This legislation called for an increase in 
the general support of the school lunch 
programs and also funds to finance increased 
costs of supplying free meals to needy 
children. 

4. prices of such foods as meats, poultry and 
rrvilk have skyrocketed in recent months. The 
food costs alone in the noon meal, which 
meets a third of the child's daily nutritional 



requirements, is at least 10 cents more this 
year than last. Labor costs are 12 percent 
higher than last year. 

5. USDA as of June 30. 1973. cancelled the 
Special Milk Program except in schools that 
do not have food service. This means that 
children bringing lunches from home will 
pay at least four cents more for a half-pint 
of milk this fall. In addition, free milk for 
needy children is discontinued in all program 
schools. 

6. Under Phase IV of the price stabilization 
program schools will be unable to increase 
total lunch prices. However, if they increase 
the cost of hamburger by five cents {because 
that was the increase in the wholesale price 
to them) they will be able to charge an 
extra five cents that day. This means that 
prices could be changed day to day. 

There are solutions to this crisis: 

1. Legislation pending before Congress hR 9639. 
should receive prompt Congressional action 
which will provide some measure of financial 
relief to the program. 

2. USDA should instruct food suppliers to give 
school food service programs, as well as 
hospitals and siinilar vulnerable groups, first 
priority on avaihble supplies of scarce items 
at prevailing prices. 

3. The proposed cut m the appropriation for the 
Special Milk Program should be restored. 

Finally, in this period of reduced and higher 
priced food supplies, low and middle income 
families will have great difficultv m providing 
nutritionally adequate meals at home. To counter 
this situation, schools must be provided with the 
resources needed to continue making reasonably 
priced meals available to children. Congress and 
the Admmistratiori can afford to do no less in this 
emergency than provide the help needed to con- 
tinue the nutritious school meals for children. 
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[Fort T,a\)tlt*raale Nt^ws i\n\\ Run-SMitinol, Saturday. July 7. 1073] 
SCHOOL LrXCH TOST SOARS IX BROWARD 
Ry Stuart Zipper 

It will cost officials at loast $1 million more to feed Broward'K* 
125.000 school children than it did last year, according to Le<* 
Searing, director of food services. 

The only item which will he increased in Talm Heacli scliool 
lunches will i>e milk servings. l)ecause of the rise in prices and tl)e 
elimination of the federal milk sui)8idy. 

The nickel coutjiiner of milk in Broward's schools appt»afs headt^l tlie way of 
the nickel cup of cofft*e, the nickel cigar imd the iu<-kel hoer. 

It will cost at least $1 million more to feed Broward'x 12r>,0(K) .schoolchildren 
tlian it did last year, according to Lee Searing, director of food si'rvices. 

La.st year's hudget was $8 million for tiie food program. Tliis year it will 
probably go over $9 million as a result of increased prices for everything from 
a container of milk to salaries. 

Bids opened hy the school system for milk, frozen foods and groceries Thur^;- 
dny brought the had news. Searing said, with substantial increa^scs in all 
categories. 

The biggest area, meat purchases, is still an unknown cost factor with those 
bids *;et to be oi)ened 2 p.m. Monday. 

Last year the county paid 7.38 cents for a pint of milk which, with Federal 
aid. made it possible to hold the line on the nickel prire. Searing said. 

But the new bids were almost 2 cents higher, and the Federal aid has been 
withdrawn. 

"With the handling charge and the stniw and the nai)kin. we won't do well 
at 10 cents." he was uncertain just how much would have to be paid for the 
milk. 

The county school .system served 18 million pints of milk to the 125.000 studentjs 
here last year. Searing added. 

School lunch prices in Palm Beach County are not exi)ected to increase in 
the foreseeable future, Jane Lansing, school food serNlccs; director, said last 
n\ght. 

The only item which will be increased, she said, will be individual milk serv- 
ings because of a healthy increase in the bid price and the fact tiiat "we don't 
get a subsidy on milk any more." 

Because of the volume of business the school system does with lm*al suppliers — 
"we're their biggest customer" — she antidi)ates "no problems" with increase<l 
food prices. 

"We met with all the suppliers just recently," she said, "and they have assured 
us that they will be able to fill our orders at a price where \Ve won't have to 
raise lunch prices.*' 

Unlike some counties, she noted. Palm Reach County schools do not let 
long-term contracts for fresh meats, but "just like the re.staurants do/' the 
school system shops for meats on a daily or weokly ba.sds from local suppliers. 

Each time the system orders meats, she said, at least three suppliers are con- 
tacted and the purchase is made on the lowe.st bid. 

(«B) 
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Frozen meats and items such ns fish sticks, howevor. are let on 00 day con- 
tracts, Mrs. Lansing added, ••hut it doesn't lofjk like tiie.st* prices will affe<'t 
niir over-all program." 

The frozen food cost.s will ;jJ><> so;ir in Hrf>w;ir(i. with h'uU up more th;in 
.$K(».()00 over last year's $250,(H)(). 

.\s.sorted groceries were up $K-{2.(HM) over hist year's .$1 million i>rice taj;. 

And just to meet tlie ixayroll. Searing said, will cost an additional $2(I2.(KX> as 
a result (»f salary raises granted hist montli hy tlie school itoard. 

But, although tlie scho(jI board granted the raises, it does not pay for the school 
lunch program. 

The money to run the program conies from the iiickeis children pay for their 
milk and the money they pay for their lunches. 

Last ye^ir's hincli prices were 40 cents in the elementary sch(K)ls and 50 cents 
in secondary schools. Those prices, whirli include a pint of milk, will also pnjh- 
ably have to he increased. Searing added. 

"We didn't anticipate this increase in cost." Searing added, painting a glum 
picture with few bright spots. 

The h right spots are free food the eounty will still get. mainly .sfilad oil and 
flour cajoled out of reluctant federal officials in charge of the nation's stockpiles. 



[ JacksonvUh* Journal, Thursday. July 12, 19731 

soarint; ('f)STS hit school lt'Nches 

(By Bill Humphrey) 

Soaring food prices will add at least ,$(>42.000 tn the price tag of Ouval 
County *.s cafeteria ()perations in the 19Y3-74 scliool year, and may result in higher 
lunch prices for pupils. 

Mrs. Rutli Hose, director of food services, is asking the Duval School Hoard 
to approve a five-cent increase in meal rates. 

Although he Ai)proved Mrs. Ht)se's recommendations. School Supt. l)r, Cecil 1). 
Hardesty penned in an ohservation that five cents niiglit not be enough. 

"We are too timid — this will not Ivalanoe the cafeteria hudget. How about 10 
cents?" Hardesty's coniinent read. 

Mrs. Hose concurred that the 10-cent figure "was much more realistic of need." 

She said a labor cost increjise for the year is exi)ecte<l to be about .$263,000 and 
food costs are expected to go up at least $371,000. 

The new prices for breakfasts would be 45 cents for adults and 25 cents for stu- 
dents ; reduced price meals would remain 10 cents. 

\ew prices for lunch w'ould he 40 cents in elementary schools and (>0 cents 
for adults. Reduced-price meals would remain 20 cents. 

Mrs. Hose said the cost of prejwiring a lunch is 58.0 cents. 

The monthly bids for meat are on tlie agenda for Monday and Mrs. Hose pointed 
out that prices have increr^ed tremendously. 

She said no bids were received for some essential items, pointing out that only 
one vendor bid on ground beef — but included .so many stipulations that even that 
bid was rejected. Special bidding will be sought on these Items. 

Bids on staple Item.s — canned and frozen foods — show a 10 per cent Increase 
and produce vendors have told Mrs. Hose that some items — potatoes and radishes 
particularly — just are not available. 

In the staples area, bids were solicited from 80 firms and only nine offered 
bids. In the moat bidding, 21 firms were contacted with only five offering bids. 

Bids on the niUkshake mix and machinery were sought from seven firms. 
Only one bid and it showed a 5.3 per cent lncrea.se over last spring's cost. 

Mrs. Hose said chicken was purchased last year at a cost of 10 or 11 cents per 
serving. Bids this year would require 26 cents a serving. "That prices us out 
of the chicken business," she said. "We just can't meet that cost." 

"Based on la.st year's school lunch participation when 6,483,000 paid lunches 
were served, a 5*cent Increase iU the meal cost will yield additional revenue of 
$324,150." 

"This does not cover the estimated additional costs, but pending federal legisla- 
tion could boost revenue by two cents per lunch. If approved," she said. 

The cost of meals In the school sy.stem has remained the same for six years, 
according to Mrs. Hose, who said the Increased costs have been met by addi- 
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tional state and federal n^inilmrsennMit. use of disposable marerlals and better 
utilization of inanpower. 

Mrs. Hr>se said dessert also will be eliminated from the Type A meal in second- 
ary schrK>ls although it still will be offered a la carte. 

Mrs, Hose noted that, even with additional federal aid. "unless we experience 
a decline in prices for commodities we may be required to consider a further 
increase in the meal price or i)r()vide a supplement to the program from the 
operating budget." _____ 



[Conrlpr-Journnl (Kpntiicky), .Tnly 17, 19731 

FOOD FOR SCIIOOI. LUNCHES TO COST MORE IN FAYETTE 
(By Dave Holt) 

Lexington, Ky,— The Fayette County Board of Education will be paying 
more — much more — to feed public school students next year. 

At last night's board meeting, the hoard accepted low bids on staple food 
products for next Sei)tend>er, and also awarded annual contracts for dairy prod- 
ucts and bread and bakery products for the 1073-74 aclwol year. 

According to a staf spokesman, the 10 most used staple items will cost H per 
cent niore this Septend>er tlmn tliey did in September 197:-\ The staple products 
are awarded to the low bidders on a nionth-to-mrmth basis. 

The two most-used dairy products— half pints of sweet milk and chocolate 
milk— will cost about 14.5 percent more than last year, the spokesman said. The 
school board will be paying C.70 cents per half pint of sweet milk and 7.10 cents 
per half pint of chocolate milk next school year. 

The five most-used bread and bakery products — white bread, whole wheat 
bread, two sizes of hamburger buns and hot-dog buns — will cost the school hoard 
about 30 percent more than last year, according to the spokesman. 

The school hoard got a hit of good news to soften the financial impact of the 
rising food prices. It learned that for the second straight year. Fayette County 
Sheriff Maurice Jackson will be able to reduce the fee for collection of school 
taxes. For 1973, the fee can be reduced from 1.1 percent to 1 percent of the 
gross receipts. Jackson notified the board. It is expected to mean a savings of 
about $10,000 to the school .system. 

In other business last night, the board voted to increase from $S to $12 the 
amount that secondary -school students are re<i\nred to deposit before they can 
he issued textbooks. 

At the end of the school year, or when a pupil leaves the school system, a full 
refund of the $12 deposit will be made if the textbooks issued are returned un- 
damaged except for normal wear from usage. 

In case of damage to a book, the pupil will be refunded the amount of the 
deposit remaining after the amount of damage is deducted. 

The third phase of the school systeni's free-textbook program becomes effective 
at the beginning of the 1073-74 school year. This means that all pupils in grades 
9 through 12 will he furnislied textbooks in all courses of mathematics, science, 
health, driver education, English, foreign langTiages and social studies. 

In the first plmse of the program, begun two school years ago, the deposit 
was $4. Last year, during the second pliase, it w^as $8. 



f Jacksonville Journal. TueRaay, July 17. 1973] 
TEN-CENT HIKE FOR SCHOOL LCNCHES OKAYED 
(By John Farley) 

Inflation lias claimed another victim and the .school children of Duval County 
are the ones whr> have to pay the funeral expenses. 

The School Board last night voted tr) increase hy 10 cents the i)rice r)f all bur 
1 educed-price school breakfasts and lunches. 

Adult breakfasts will jump from 40 to 50 cents and student breakfa.sts will in- 
creasp from 20 to 30 cents, a whopping 50 per cent rise. 

Lunches in elementary schor>ls wHl increase from 35 to 45 cents and in second- 
ary schools from 40 to 50 cents. Adult lunches will jump from 50 ^o 00 cents. 
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Thv orijiiiml reooinuuMidjition thv ho:\vf\ cjillrd for r^'oit iiu'roases iu scliool 
\nvi\\s. 

Orvillv ('Mlhonn. associate sup'TliUoiuloiU Cor Imsinrss affairs, told \hv lmar<l 
that a r)-c(Mit increase u'onld not hv (Mio\i;;h. 

••Tak<» tlu* niilk lads f<»r instniice. " Calbouii said. "\V«' lun«' to nav $l2()(l.(MH) 
more this year for uiilk and wv jnst can t afford tliat (M1 a f) cent increase." 

New School Snpt. Dr. Jolm T. flnunin^' said he is iu favor of a Id-ecnt increase 
d\i(> to eeononiic necessity. The beard ineaihcrs a;:ree<l. ai)i)rovin>: the nroi)Osa1 
unanimously. 

In otlier hoard business, elections wwv hehl for uvw hoar<l offi<'ers. WiDiajJi K. 
Carter was re-elected board eliairrnan. hut tlie board (lea(ll<K'ke<l on a choice for 
\ Ice ehaiiiiian. 

Present Viee rhairnian Mrs. Oene :Miller received tJiree v«)tcs as did Wendell 
Iloliues. The hoard decided to defvr act ion on tliat election until the absent niem- 
her, William Alathias ./r.. is pres-.Md for a ^■ote. 

The hoard olficially greeted (luunin^ at his tirst hoard meeting since hecojuin^' 
the new school sui)erintendent, Gun.uiu;: took o\cr the post Siunlav from Dr (N'cil 
U. riardesty. 

T!u» hoard approved a sjjecial ie<juest by (luunin;: in e\-t<'i)d the contracts of 
fo\M- school officials tlu•ou^h June K The action .-ai)erceded an earlier vote 

which cvtemhMUhe contracts oidy vix untntiis. 

Those reeeiviufi new contracts wert* Dr. Donald .hdiuson. associat*' snp<»rjn- 
teiulent of eurricuhnn : D )uald ('. Unlat. associate superintendent for facilities; 
Ilerh Sauif. associate superintendent for personnel and Dean HianktMiship. a<b 
miuistnitive assistant to the sup(»rinteudent. 

The board approved a proi>osal cnllinp on the state Department of Kdueation 
survey team to cancel a eounfywide survey of elonu'utary and secondar\- scluMfls 
and replace it with a surv(\v of stMiior hiirh vocational education faciliiijis. 



f r^>ulsvillp Times, Jnl,v is, 19781 
LT^Xni PRICKS MAY IXCRKARK IN TOrXTY SCIIOOT.S 
(By Joe Oj.pMardi) 

Oimnty school pupils will pay 5 cents; more for school lunches this fall if a 
recommendation to that effect is approved hy the Jefferson County Hoard of 
Kdueation. 

Officials for the city school system forecast no price increases in its Inru'h 
program. 

Donald C Sclniinacher, director of food services for the comity system, said 
)ie has recommended a price increase* for school lunches because "I (h./ff kn(»w 
how we can pet around it." 

Commenting on a report that rising fond i»rices uniy cause a statewide in- 
crease in the cost of public school luiH'bes, Schnmaclier said Ids estimates indicate 
the county system will spend .$r)J)1.<)00 more on the school lunch program this 
year because of risiuR costs of food and labor. 

The city school system's food service director, William Xorvell. said he 
couldn't see how a price increase woidd jrenerate inn<'h additio lal revenue f(tr the 
school luncii program, because many city school students already receive sub- 
sidized lunches. 

Xorvell saia he has no plans to recommend a price increase to the cit.\ Hoard 
of Kdueation. 

Mentioning the lar^re r)ercentap:e of the city schofjlchildrcTi who recei\ e federally 
subsidized Imn hes. Xorvell said. "What we feel we really liced is an increase in 
reimbursement from the government. 

'•Each year.'' Xorvell explained, "the T'.S. Department of AKricnItnre has lili- 
erali/^d the income levels necessary for ohiUlren to (pnilify for free or rediiced- 
price lunches." 

Refi-nlar prices fr)r school lunches n the city and county systems are 35 cents 
for elementary school pupils and 40 cents for students in hijrli school, 

A spokesman for the Catholic ScIdoI Office, Sister Ann Bell, said each Catho- 
lic school determines the cost of its school lunch. 

"But I feel sure that because of the rising cost of food, lunch prices will 
increase." she said. 
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[PortRlps tN. Mex.) NfWK-Trlhuno. Aug. 2.107a 1 
MOW MKXK'O SCHOOL LVNCII PROGRAM HKADTNc; FOR (CRISIS 

(By Fml Buckles) 

Santa Fk.- T?io NVw Mexico soliool iiionl prognini is lioatlod for i\ crisis .-iiid tlio 
1!)74 lA»p:isl;itnre may lu» asked to vote \\\) to $2.1 million in (Muerj^eiicy lijiilout 
ijioiiey, 

Tiie re.'isons for the eritleal problem : Burjreoninp: food costs, the possible federal 
hourly miniuiuiii wa^e hike from $1.S() t(t $'J.*J() and delays in obtaining; de- 
liveries to schools by contract suppliers. 

The 1J>74 Legislature may be asked to approve a school meal salisidy of Ti 
(•eiits a meal in January. This would cost $1.5 million in state funds f«n- the 
b;jlance of the fiscal year ending next June 30. 

The state emergency approprijition would be ,$2.1 million if lawmakers ajrreed 
to a subsidy of 7 cents per school meal. 

The average charge statewide Inst fi.scal year for HChool lunclies was 3;*) to 
40 Cents. Some school districts may hike the cost to 40 or 45 cents in the 
1!>7.'^-T4 academic year. 

The big Las Cruces Schooi District with 15,607 enrollment is among them. 
Other problem areas are Albucpienpie. (jallup, Cuba. Sandoval County, and Dex- 
ter. Chaves Coimty. 

The r.S. Department of Aj;ri culture pays 8 cents of the cost of all school meals. 
The rSDA i«iys a maxim\im of 40 cents of the expense of meals given without 
charge to children of low income families. 

The Federal agency provides a ceiling of 20 cents a meal for children of low 
income families whose need is rated less than the 40-cent grouj). 

But actual cost of the school lunch was 55 cents statewide last ti.<cal year. 
The expense is climbing and local school superintendents are seeking,- methods of 
solving the sticky problem, 

!>epnty State Schools Supt. Weldon Perrin explains: "A major problem is 
that a large i>er cent of children (jnalify for free lunches. With the incn^ase in 
food prices some school districts will be hard put to meet thf^ir budgets." 

For example. 80 i)er cent of Dexter's (110 school children qualify for free or 
reduced price lunches. So only about 120 children pay the full regidar price for 
lunches. 

This exerts a heavy burden ow the school district to provide lunches and stay 
within its budget, Perrin said the 88 school districts usually keep a one-nnaith 
bjilnnce on hand to oi)erate their cafeterias. 

But l*errin said Oallup Supt. A, C, Woodburn reported the big Mc'Kinley 
County district will start the 1073-74 school year with no cafeteria operation 
balauce. 

Perrin said : "Woodburn said he does not know what he is going to do beyond 
October.'' 

Perrin said the i)roblem will he Cf)mi>ounde<l if Presid: Richard M. Nixon 
signs into law a bill raising the federal hourly minimum wage from $1.80 to 
$2.20. 

School cafeterias employ 2.400 persons in New Mexico. Most work six hours 
daily. Pay ranges upward from the current basic $1.80 an hour. If the $2.20 level 
is eflf(H*ted. public school budgets throughout the st-ate will be thrown out of 
balance. 

The State Kducation Dei)artment and .schools may turn to the 1074 Ivegislature 
for help. 

Enrollment totals 12,410 in the Gallup district, Albuquerque Public Schools 
accoimt for 8(>,500. nearly one-thinl of New Mexico school children. 

The Cuba district, with heavy Indian children enrollment, counts 1.113 
yoimgsters. Perrin .says local school sn|)crinteudents report food contract sup- 
pliers usually deliver orders before Aug. 1. But some suppliers report deliveries 
cannot l)e made before late August. 

Most New Mexico schools will open the academic year in late August. Some 
school districts said they received fewer bids to supply food for cafeterias on 
ccmtracts for 1073-74. 

Perrin adds: "A lot of the problem stems from the fact it is dijfficult to get 
delivery in remote areas." 

Only nine pid)lic and 23 private schools do not offer lunch programs in New 
Mexico among 046 public and 84 non-public schools. Seven Los Alamos elemen- 
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tnr.v schools niid an elementar.v niul junior school at White Sands Missih* 

Range do not oi>erate cafeterias anion^; pnhlic schools. 

Krenkfast is offered at 12J> scliools — lir* i>nhlic and 14 private. Perrin said 
some local school snperintendents reiKirt "they expect some real prohlems in food 
service in lf>73-74." 

He said 30 million meals were served to New Mexico jMiblic .school children last 
fiscal year. Perrin emphasiz(»d : "School food service is n non-profit ventnre.'' 

Indhin school children receive .^x'hixd nieals an the same liasis as other children 
under Ri)ecial fundin;: in the Johnson-O'Mall.v program. 

Frank DiT^u/io was. named Gov. Bruce Ki uk's administrative assistant months 
ago but Frank is still not on the ^;ovenn>r's jviiyroll. I)iLuzio*s $24.960-a-year 
salary is paid via tlic State Plannin^i Office. 

With salaries of Gov. Kin;r at $26,000 and DiLuzio included, the iroveriior*.s 
office animal payroll has (limited to .$106,260 a year. DilAizio and 13 other em- 
ployees are on the governor's staff. 

No le.ss than 6.^^ square yards (tf concrete walk on the west side of th»^ cajjitol 
buildinpT is deteriorating. An in\itation for repair bids produced only one offer 
of .$.^.800. far more than funds available. 



fHoniPKtend (Fln.» News LpadPr. Anp. 9. 107.^1 
SCHOOL BOARP OKAYS NTCKET. INCREASE FOR HOT U^XCHES 
(By Sharon Van Smith) 

Dade School Board members okayed a five cent boost in liot school lunch 
prices Wednesday, after being warned further hikes mar he propo.sed later in 
the year. 

Fred Kline, associate superintendent for business ser\'ices. told the board some 
food prices are expected to increase by as much as 30 percent before the end of 
the school year. 

Meat wholesalers have refused to bid on the standard six month basis, ac- 
cording to Kline, who said 60 days is the maximum time period for which whole- 
salers will bid. 

He said the five ce:it hike approved yesterday was necessitated primarily by a 
40 cent an hour pay boost given cafeteria employees. 

The Increase raises hot lunch prices in elementnries from 40 to 45 cents and in 
junior and senior highs from 50 to 55 cents. 

Also the board approved the appointment of Richard DeVeaux. tiresently as- 
sistant principal at Doiigla.s Elementary, to principal of Richmond Elementary, 

He will replace Mrs. T^aura Saunders, who has been reassigned to the princi- 
palship at A. L. Lewis Elementary. 

A report from Frank Howard, school board attorney, was presented on the 
status of litigation in the case of David Paschal vs. the School Board. 

Pa.schal was the band director at Palmetto High School when he was .suspended 
in April 1971 and Kubsequently charged witli incompetency, misconduct in office, 
willful neglect of duty and gross insubordination. 

After lengthy hearings, the board hearing examiner recommended Pa.schal 
he reinstated with full back pay. 

The hoard, however, in December 1971, ordered that Paschal be returned to 
annual contract status for the next two years, that he receive* back pay and that 
he be reassigned to a junior high school as a band director. 

Paschal appealed the order of the board to the state Department of Education 
w-hich appointed its own hearing examiner. Legal briefs were filed and oral 
arguments were presented in Tallahassee this past April. 

The state department hearing examiner has recommended that the School 
Board order be upheld. 

The case in now scheduled for submission to the state cabinet, sitting as the 
state Board of Education, for a decision. 
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ISnlein (Orejr. ) Statesman. Aug. 15, 1973] 
SCU) HIRES STAFF. TPS LUNCH PRK^E 
(Statesman News Service) 

SC'TO — Scio School Hoard raised schfjol luncli prices, hired now teachers and 
athh'tic coaches and awarded a fuel oil contract in acti<ui this weeli. 

The Hoard Monday ni^-ht ai^proviMl a 10 cent increase in all .>^'hool lunch prict^ 
and a seven cent increase in the cost of a half pint of milk. Milk will cost 10 cents 
a half pint ; lunch for jjrade school sttldcnt^^ will cost 35 cents; for lii^^h schoo! 
students, 50 cents ; and adults, 00 cents. 

The milk i;rice rise is due to loss of the federal niilK suhsidy. Supt. Richard 
Wold also noted that there is no jjuarantee that risinj^ food prices will not force 
further increases in the lunch price durinjx the year. 

New teachers hired hy the hoard for the liiph school include On iUe Heescht 
vocational af;riculture: James Housen. EnKli>^ii lii^^K^ track coach; Dennis 

Anken.v, husiness education, assistant f(W)M)all coach and freshman hnskethall 
coach ; Hoyt Sinionsou, forest products. 

The hoard also promoted (iary Curran from freshman li iskethall coach to head 
basket hall coach. The hoard t(M)k under advisement a request from high sch(K>l 
principal Toimny Leonard that the salary for the head Imskethall coach be raised 
to the level of the football coach. 

Valley Oil (;o. of Salem was awarded a contract at .1^5.48 a barrel to supply 
44.100 R^ilhins of fuel t)il during the coming; school year. 

Ir was reported that the district's Title I fmid.s for remedial reading ppoprani 
have been cut from last year's $10,000 to $8,500 this year. This will result in a 
reduction in the num!)er of students invitlved from 00 to 24. 

The lK>ard discussed meeting twice a month in the futm-e because once-a -month 
meetings are running too long. No decision was made. 

A special nUH'ting to evaluate results of the Aug. 23 school hndget election was 
set for H p.m. Aug. 27. 

The lK>artl decided to continue a re4piirenient that district employes handling 
food must take tuberculin skin tests. Those with a r>ositiV(» reaction niu.st cease 
handling f(K)d unt'l they are cleared. 

Preregistration will be re<niire<l for all Centennial School students this year, 
ac<'ordiiig to Wold, rather than just tirst graders. This will be held Monday 
through '>iday next week. 



[St. r»uis GIolie-Di'mocrat. Aug. IG, lOT.SJ 

TWENTY-FIVE CENT SCHOOL U NCH FOLLOWS FREE LFNCH INTO 

OBLIVION 

(By Ellen Sherberg) 

The days of packing your child off to .school with a quarter for lunch have 
gone the way of cheap l)eef prices and the nickel cigar as inflation hits the 
school kitchens. 

For example, according to the State Departmeat <if Education, many schools 
were paying 50 cents a pound for ground beef at the beginnii x of the last school 
year. By the time the year ended, the price had risen to 91 cents a iK)und, and 
no one is willing to speculate what the price will be when the freeze is lifted in 
September. 

The re.sulr of skyrocketing prices in most area school districts is that the price 
of lunch Is g, 'ng up. 

In St. Louis public schools, lunch Increases are being ccmsidered, a .spokes- 
woman said, but the price must Ik* set by the board of education which does not 
meet again until September. 

Currently, a hot lunch costs 35 cents on the elementary level and 45 cents for 
high school students. However, ^he pointed out, more than 00 percent of 
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the district's 100.000 sti;dents cbfair fno Iniu-hes under govcniinent-subsidized 
programs. 

Because tlie ()\er\vlielniiiij; inajorit.v cf stiideijts do not pu.v for tiieir luucljes. 
raising the prices will not solve financial problems createtl hy rising; food costs, 
according to David II. Page, director of f(M)d services. 

Page said he is trying to get the state edncation department to declare schools 
where a high i>ercentage of students receive free lunches "needy schools," whicli 
means the district would receive a higher subsidy for students' Innches. 

Many St. liOuis County scho(>ls are raising prices, too — nsually by a nickel or a 
dime. At Fergnson-riorissant. for examp) . elementary lunches will increase from 
35 cents to 4r) cents and iiigh school lunclies are up a dim*^ to 50 cents. 

And Mehlville will be raising prices. Elementary school Innches will be up a 
nickel from 35 to 40 cents ; junior high Innches from 40 to 45 cents ; and senior 
high meals from 45 to 50 cents. 

Some districts, such as Parkway, are liolding the line for now l)nt anticipate 
they will raise prices when the beef freeze ends. 

The trend toward rising prices began Ir^st year when, according to State De- 
partment of Edncation figures, the unml)cr of schools charging 45 cents iier Univh 
doubled. 

"In tlie past, we have tried to cooix^rate witii tlie t'.S. Department of Agricul- 
ture in holding the maxinni'm price that is charged i>er Innch in a school partici- 
pating in tlie Xaticmal School Luncli Program to 45 cents," said Earl Lankop. 
director of School Fund Services for the State Department of Edncation. 

In view of present ectmoniic c<niditioiis. continued inflationary trends, rejmrted 
food shortages, higher labor costs and our experience during tlie past school 
year,** he said, "tlie State Department of Education will not attempt to establish 
a ceiling price to be charged during the 1073-74 school year. 

"It will l)e our jxilicy to leave to local school officials the determination of 
cliarges needed to cover the cosf of operation over and above the amount of fed- 
eral and state food assistance funds available." 

The schools will, however, be recpiin^l to operate their food service programs 
on a nonprofit basis. 



[Hazleton (Pa.) Stan^^ard-Siieaker. Aug. 17. 197,SJ 

SCHOOL BOARD HIRES FOCRTEEN TEACHERS 
HIKES CAFETERIA UCNCII COST 5 (^ENTS 

(By Chuck Gloman) 

The Hazloton Area School Board yesterday hired 14 teachers, boosted the 
cost of cafeteria lunches by five cents, and purchased equipment, to expand its 
hotduncli program to more schools. 

Hired at starting salaries of 8^7,000 were Peggy L. Gulas, 34S S. Poplar vSt. 
and Arthur W. Connelly, 402 S. Kennedy Drive, McAdoo, both as mathematics 
instructors: Robert J. Gordish, 72 Market St.. Tresckow. social studies: Elaine 
J. Rusetski. f?25 N. Broad St., West Hazletcm, Spanish: and John J. Turn, 408 
Washington St., Freelaiid, science. 

Also hired at $7,000 w^ere Charies O. Burkhardt, 221 E. .Tiinii)er St. : Barl>ara A, 
Bachman. f>39 W. Third St., and Mark S. Moilno. 120 Berner Ave., all as art 
teachers : and Judith A. Oriiiaii. lOOS Carson St., German. 

Hired at starting salaries of $7,700 were Joseph M. Scltney, 775 N. Laurel St. 
biology; Joseph D. Uosato, 638 Hayes St.. music: and Ronald Heath. Slippery 
Rock, physically handicapped. 

In addition. James Scattoii. 700 (^arson St., was hired as a sheet inetal shop 
instructor ut $9,300; and Evelyn M. Bolaiid, Howard Avenue. Conyiighain, mathe- 
matics instructor 

The board also hired Mary E. McFadden. Nesquehonlng, as a dental hygienst 
at $6,700: and transferred Margaret M. Tarone. 730 Vine Sr.» from elementary 
music teacher to guidance counselor at a saliiry to be determined by t!ie district's* 
salary schedule. 

Warren Zehner. vice president of the lK)ard. made an uiisnccessful effort to 
require .he district's Teaclier-Pupil Committee to submit to board iiieniber?? at 
least 24 hours before each meeting a list of rec<anniended teacher hi rings. 

He recommended tliat siicli a list include a grading or rating for each teacher 
by administrators. 
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III a roll-cJiU vote. ZcUucr was the only director in favor of the move. 

I»n»si(hMit .lanie-s CappaP'll exphiiiied his lu^pitive vote l),v noting; that tJie 
lioard n»ceiv(»s an approvcMl list (»f reeonnneiKhHl teachers fn.in athninistrators 
"ln\ aKJiinst haviiis; achninistrators ^M-ach^ Iheui." he said. "(Jniih^s (hm't make 
the nt^t tt»achers." 

Director Fred Harlett4i said lie a^^reed with Zehiiers idea to furnish a list. 
Imt. said the addition of ratings for each name would place "too much pressure^ 
on administrators." 

The price of sch(H>l cafeteria lunch;*s was increased 5 cents, \ew prici^s are: 
40 cents for elementary students. 4") ct'its for secondary .student.s, and 55 cents 
for adults. 

In oMu^r husint^ss. the hoard yesterday awarded contractus for $7,472 in cafet<*ria 
cciuipnuMit U) expand its current hot-lunch prof;rani to at least tlin'C additional 
elementary schools. Meal.s are prepare<l in a central kitchen and tran.sport<Hi to 
various buildings. 

Currently, al>out half of the t^lenientary scluMfls in the district receive^ hot 
lunclK's. 

A(^tinK on a re<-omm(^ndation from Paul Weii^ko. dirwtor of the Hazloton Areji 
\'o-Tech Sch(M)l, tlu^ Ixmrd approved tlu^ opening of a sheet metal shop at that 
sdu/ol for the upcoming; tenn. 

It was noted thai a $24,710 K^rant. approved for the slioi . will cover the in- 
structor's salary, fixed char^rc^s and part of the rtnpiired equipment. 

It was reiM)rted that '.n applicati(ni for $28,000 in additional iundin^ is i)ein^ 
processed throuKh Api)iilachia f(jr e<iuipnuMil, for which 25 i,<»rcent in nmtchin^ 
funds is re<iuired. 

Frank Dushanko. the district s director^of federal projrrams. was authopzed t^o 
apply to tin i*eniisylvaniu Department of Education for a $1S1.0SO tentiiMve 
allocation for remedial instr\Lction and .servitV. Tiie figure includes .<f;5,040 for ti.^^ 
program operated by United Charities Inc., of West Hazleton. 

In other action, the hoard approved tin* installation of a master control in the 
new Hazleton High phy.sics lab by Hazleton plumbing contractor Anthoiiy 
Audakimow^ for $577.89, and a hook-up of the fire alarm in the HHS annex with 
the main Imilding'-S .sy.stem by Heck Electric Construction Inc. for $696.98. 

Payment of $6,129.78 for electrical work by Bec-k Electric in tJie HHS reno- 
vation project al.so uas approved. 

Hy a split vote of 8 to 1. the board awarde<l a contract to Playco Sales. Morris. 
Pa . for band bleachers at Harman-Oeist Stadium for $1,785. Tn favor were Presi- 
dent James Capparrell, Warren Zehner, Girard Stish, Thoma.s Klias, Jo.seph Zoba. 
Fred Barletta, Jameri Chapman and Pat Capece. Opposed was Vic Piazzi. 

Three cafeteria \-orker.s were hired: Mr.s. Mildred BeiKel. 443 Allen St.. as 
kitduMi manager at Hazle Elementary: Mrs. Margaret Brobst, Nuremberg, cook 
at Nuremberg Elemei.tory; and Mrs. Rita Abboud. 530 North St.. ^ook at '^''est 
Hazleton High School. 

Maternity lea-es without pay, effective Sept. 1, were granted to Mrs. Margaret 
Oasper of the T. L. Hinkle Elementary School faculty, and Mrs. Rosalind Cambas. 
Hazleton High School English instructor. A similar leave, effective Oct. 22, was 
granted to Mrs. Audrey Passon, itinerant music teacher. 

The board accepted resignations from the following teachers, all effective 
Sept. 1 : Jane Sabul.sky. McAdoo Elementary ; Michael ine Kaplavka, Sugarloaf 
Elementary; Paula Conahan. Kelayres Elementary: Barbara Mergler and Carol 
Siliierg. iioth of Beaver Meadows Elementary; Carol Gelgot, T. L, Hinkle Ele- 
mentary; Mabel Turse, Arthur Street Elementary: Rosemary Peffer, Spanish 
teacher at We.st Hazleton High School: Frank Arlotto distributive education 
teache? at Hazleton High School: and Alvin Sabulsky. social studies at HHS. 

The resignation of West Hazleton High School cafeteria worker Mrs. Dorothy 
Jones, effective immediately, also was acceptea. 

\ contract to furnish coal was awarded to the Can-Do Sales Co., this city, at 
its low bid of $22.75 per ton for rice and No. 1 buckwheat, and $23.50 per ton for 
pea coal. 

The only other bidder was Ix'high Valley Anthracite Inc., Pitts ton, who.se nrice.s 
were $23.25 and $23.95 respectively. 

A contract to furnish flourescent light fixtures was awarded to Power F^i^ctric 
Company, this city, low bidder at $1,988. Among three other bidders was another 
Hazleton firm. Mountain City Electric Supply, whose price was $2,715. 

Opened and then tabled for review were bids for furnishing fuel cM, gasoline, 
paper towels and toilet tissue, audio-visual equipment and convertib e term life 
Q insurance for school district employes. 

ERIC 
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lomaha W(»rld HiTuld. Auj?. 10. 1978] 
INFLATION HITS SCHOOL U NCHES 

Tlie Omaha Board of Education ina.v be asked Monday night to approve a 5 cent 
increase in liincli prices for the l!^7v^74 scliool term. 

A recommendation to raise prices will be made Mcmday aftt -noon to a com- 
mittee of the board, aocordiiift to Asst. Supt. Myrton Hall. If the recommendation 
is accepted the full board would vote on it when it meets at 8 p.m. in the Joslyn 
Castle carriage bouse, 3902 Davenport Street. 

Lunch prices were last raised two years ago, and now are 35 cents for elemen- 
tary students and 45 cents for junior and senior high. Tlie new prices, if approved, 
would be 40 and 50 cents. 

Hall ^5aid the increase is needed to offset rising costs in food, labor and main- 
tenance. He said milk cosis tor instance, will l)e up al)ont $130,000 for the coming 
year. 

Marjorie Rolierts, director of food services for the school district, said slic is 
planning expenditure of $4.2' million. In the past, about two-thirds of the revenue 
came from student charges, and most of tlie remainder from government subsidy. 

The three-member ad hoc committee of hoard members will present a progress 
report Monday night on the community committee being formed to explore integra- 
tion methods, chairn.an Paul C. Kennedy said. 

Earlier Monday, two board committees will nieet, botli in the carriage house. 
The finance committee convenes at 11 a.m.. and the plants committee at 1 p.m. 



[Dps Molnps Rp^.lKter. Anjf. 22. 1973] 
DES MOINES SCHOOL BOARD RAISES FOOD PRICF:S 
(By Melinda Voss) 

Des Moines public school children will oegin this fall to pay more for school 
lunches which wiil contain cheaper food. 

The Des Moines School Board Tuesday unanimously voted to raise prices 
of almost all food sensed in school cafeterias. 

LuxcH, Breakfast 

Prices f r a student breakfast and a lunch will each increase a nickel. A lunch 
will cost .50 cents and a breakfast 20 cents. 

Adults will pay 30 cents for a breakfast and SO cents for a lunch, both increases 
of 5 cents. 

The charge for a half-pint of milk will .i map from 3 cents to S cents for stu- 
dents and from 7 cents' to 8 cents for adults. School officials said the price loay 
jump an additional 2 cents if the price of milk at the wholesale level increases. 

A la carte prices, for such things as hamburgers and other sandwiches will 
vary according to the raw food cost. 

School officials said the increases are necessary because of increased whole- 
sale food prices and a decline in federal food commodities available for local 
school lunch programs. 

"If prices continue to spiral there may need to be consideration of a second 
increase for the second semester/' said Janice Dudley, director of food services, 
in a report to the board. The increase would likely rais^* the price of a student 
lunch to 55 cents, she said. 

CHEAPER Sources 

The type of foods served this fall also will change. Earlier this month, Mrs. 
Dudley said cheaper sources of prr.tein such as'i)eanuts and beans will be sub- 
stituted for meat more often, although nutritional requirements wiU remain the 
same. 

An approved lunch must contain 2 ounces of protein, three-fourth cup of fruit 
or vegetables, a sonice of bread, a teaspoon of margarine or butter and one-half 
pint of milk. 

Such frills as whipping cream on pudding will be cut out. she said. 

Food costs have risen an estimated 18 per cent since school closed last spring. 
Mrs. Dudley said. In addition, the amount of commodities tlie district is ex- 
pected tf* receive this year will be only about 40 per cent of last year's total. 
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TlM^ iiKTOas(» in tlie milk prin* is caused by the fodcral jiovcrinncnt s failure 
to fund a special milk pro^rani that lias hccii in existence since 1!)54. accurdiiis to 
Veni Carpenter, v'liief of the food services division in the State Department of 
l»ul»lic Instruction (1)1*1 ). i . . ^ 

Under the program, the federal government reinihursed school districts for a 
major i)ortion of the cost of milk. 

t.Si)rliiKl»'hl (Mass.) Nrws. Au^?. 22, 19731 
I'RU ES STRANGLK SCHOOL Ll XCH MKNII 

In the face of rising i)rices and growing shortages, the director of Springtield's 
school lunch program. Paul Il^innenherg will have to cond»ine the talents of a 
magician, a miser and u watchdog to meet government- required standards for the 
20,(H)0 meals a day he plans. 

Rannenherg has just received the new suri)lus commodity list, and htx-ause 
so nian:> items are in very limited sui)ply, he fook his requirements to Boston 
today, in person. 

Hi.s prohlenis are mountainous. 

Brkap I'ricf; Low 

He has .signed a contract with a major local Imker which includes I'SDA sur- 
plus flour U: keel) the bread i)rice low. Now a shortage of Hour threatens his 
sui)i)ly. 

A 25-pound case of dried eggs which co;^t slightly over .$14 last June was priced 
at$OOthisTue.sday. 

**IC.s a complete turnabout/* Rannenherg said. ''Yesterday a dozen fresh eggs 
cost me 83 cents. The dried egg equivalent was $L6o/* 

He's buying the fresh eggs under the circumstances, but it puts an hicr cased 
strain on his labor force to use them. It takes more time to utilize them in 
cooking. 

Rannenherg went to his office on Aug. 6. the first day {)f liis vacation, to try to 
insure a n.eat supply for the first two w.^eks of school. His supplier of frankfurters 
(the same one used by the Friendly Ice Cream Corp.) had closed his doors, witli 
no satisfactory quality etpiivalent in sight yet. 

His two major ImNil suppliers will guarantee delivery of liani!)urger because 
of previous good relations, but won'r give him a ;)nce quotation until the day of 
- delivery. 

'ruesday's hamburger cost to him was $1.25 a pound. It cost 85 cents last 
June. The frozen Australian beef which constitutes 60 per cent of the haniburgfM* 
costs the wholesaler .$1.28 a pound now. 

Rannenherg feels tliat after the Sept. 12 lifting of the ceiling, there will be beef 
available — but a*^ very high prices. 

Cost 72 Cents 

The lunch which cost him 72 cents to x)rodnce last June . . . which was .sold to 
schoolchildren for 30 cen^s . . . will probably cost 85 cents now. a difficult rise to 
absorb since the city's School Committee ref\i.sed to allow him to charge 5 cents 
more a lunch. 

A little help comes in the form of an extra 2 cents a meal which will be allowed 
by the government, starting In September. This brings government contributions 
to a total of 14 cents p^r meal — leaving oHy taxpayers to foot the bill ff)r an 
additional 11 cents a meal, 20,000 times every school day. 

Free lunches will still go to the needy, but tighter guide lines for these will be 
received within a month. School i)rin('ipals will have to submit more detailed 
report.s about the needy this year. 

"Although we have pushed portion control in the past, we must be even more 
rigid about it this year It Is vital, although hard to enforce.'* Rannenherg said. 

Among the .shocks on the food front this year, the worst to Rannenherg. ^'as 
the realization that powdered milk Is almost no.»-exlstent in industrial quantities. 

There wnll be no more frozen ground pork. What is offered this month was 
left over at the end of the school year. 

Potato chips are in very short supply. Potato sticks, a favorite garnish 
with the cliildren, are non-existent. So are apple slices and applesauce. So are 
Q choppeO. onions. 
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Diced carrots are gone; Raniienberjr ordered sliced carrotH. He pot only half 
tlie beets he had ordered. 

HoRSBMEAT XoT C'ON'SIDEIRED 

His supplier can guarantee him a supply of TW (texturized soybeans to mix 
witli meat) at last year's price until November: then it will depend on the crops 
and how mucli is exported. All Ranneuberg's hamburger is mixed with 25 
I)ercent TVP. 

*'\Ve have not yet considered horsemeat." he said. 

He has enough cht*ese for the first two weeks nf school, but Swift & Co, 
reports to him that it is beccnning scarce and they luive stopped production of 
three major varieties including American choese. 

He is guaranteed a supply of fish, hut not what variety he'll receive. Sup- 
pliers will quote prices for a month at a tiiue, will guarantee weight by the 
semester — but only in rigid one and three (Uince portions'. (I'sually, a two and 
a half ounce portion is planned for elementary sclioolchildren. ) 

More protein (fortified) spaghetti and macaroni have been ordered to cut 
down on necessary meat — but both are 40 percent more expensive than last 
spring. He is ordering a light colored TVP to blend with tuna fish, veal and pork, 
instead of the darker TVP that blends witli i)eef. 

"We are not compromising uu quality or the amount of protein offered, as in 
the pnst»*' said Rannenherg. 

"Rut I do exi)ect a major change in government requirements for school 
meals from Boston this year." 

He points out that the first small sign of tliis is his first permission to serve 
fiavored skim milk. 

And he must c<;:istantly consider what children like ti, eat as well as what 
they should eat. ''There's no sense in preparing meals that won't be eaten ' 

Rannenherg forecasts an inorea.se in the free or 25 cent breakfasts served in 12 
elementary schools and Chestnut Junior High School now, as well as the 30 
cent lunches in every school. 

"As supermarket prices make it more expen.^ive t(» produce meals at home, 
more parents will want their children to eat school food." 

It may well be that the hero, galloping to the rescue of school lunches, with 
in available and nutri*:ious amount of protein, will be that All-Americnn 
invention, the peanut i)utter sandwich. 



[Newport iWh Press, Auff. 23. 1973] 
HAMPTON RAISES SCHOOL LUNCH PRICES 
(By Mary Dissen) 

Lunches in the Hampton schools will cost 40 cents this year, a 5 cent increase 
tacked on by the Hampton School Board at its meeting Wednesday. 

The increase— and a corresponding rise in price of adult iunchea from 50 
to 55 cents — came after the projection of a deficit in the program If old prices 
continued and a listing of specific iucn ases in foods bought by the schools 
over the past year that showed, as exrinples, an 83.8 :)ercent rise in the cost 
of bacon and a 70 percent jump in the price of sliced apples. 

The projection of a $260,700 deficit at the end cf the 197;i-74 school year 
and the listing of price increases were included in a re|M)rt presented by the 
system's new cafeteria supervisor, Mrs. Beverly Lowe, who began by saying, 
"I didn't come here to tell you we need a price increase, I just wanted to tell 
you where we stand." 

Supt. Garlaud R. Lively, who earlier this week said he anticipated no increase, 
recommended an increase, however, for the program that last year sold over 
2.5 million lunches to students alone. 

If the number of lunches holds constant this year, and federal reimbursement 
is increased through a recently introduced bill, the increase will leave the 
system with a $170,000 balance at the end of the year, an amount to be used 
as a reserve fund necessary to keep 6- weeks of resources ready for bill payment. 

Mrs. Lowe said the average food price increase would average out to about 
30 percent, not including the rise in labor and equipment costs. She said a 
^ cafeteria program is not allowed to pass on anything but the increags in food 
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«()sts to stiidcntM and tluit work hours liad Ih'pii sliortened wIuti' i)ossil)le in 
her di'p'irtniont. 

Till' cafctiTins nri' l)i'^'inniii^' this school yoar with .*i;2rM.(KK) in re«iervi'. witii 
an additional $2S.(Xrt) in food and $1()0.(KM) in coninioditics. a total above rlu* 
.$.'^00,000 niM'dod for tlu' six-wi'ek ri'si'rvi' fund. 

In other biisiness. thi' lM)ard approved a contract with Citizens Rapid Transit 
rewritten to reflect $7().(XX) increase in cost to the city for the 47 buses leased 
to carry lInnii)ton secondary students. 

While Lively was a\ithorized to sipn the contract, and the board aprrced to 
a U'tter attached by CRT asking the contract to he ri'written a^ain if chanj;es 
in le;;islation made it necessary, the lM)ard asked for more inf(>rmation. as 
(piickly as possible, on how the schools could take over the oiK'ration. 

I)r, .Tosei)h Lyles, assistant sui)Orintendent for instruction, reported on progress 
Uy students enrolled in the Ri^xht to Read program, a federally funded project 
enterinj,' its t bird year at Thorpe Jiniior Hi^;h School. 

Seventh and elfjhth ^xrade students participating showed an increasi' in readin;; 
level of one year, four months, according to scores on te ,ts ^;iven last fall and 
last springe, brin^xiuff them from about a liish third fjrade level to a low fifth 
grade level. 

Lyles pointed out pre-pro^ram scores sliowed students in laany cases had 
made half a year's progre; *? each year in reading, but with the Right to Read 
curriculum had gained a yi'ar and a half in skills in one year. 

The board also heard a ri'iwrt on a meeting Monday between school officials 
and (Mty Manager (\ E. Johnson in which the creation of a recreation connnission 
was suggested to act as a coordinator between pul)lic facilities and programs 
offered by tlu' schools, city recrt-alion and parks departments and other city 
agencies. The concept was a^ ,>roved. 

In ( t)nstruction matters. Dr. DeWitt Miller, assistant sulH-rintendent for ad- 
ministration. i)resented plans for an addition to Burbank School Library, esti- 
mated to cost about $75.00{). 

He also received permission to continue on plans to enlarge the Pembroke 
T :igh School cafeteria and raise seating capacity from H40 to ri40 at an estimated 
ooKt of S|;(X),000. 

A name for the new Ma reel la Road elementary school may come from a list 
«nbmitted to the hoard from a citizen's group charged wtih selecting names 
which include the Darling family, the Sinclair family, B. Larrabee Carr. Frank 
A. Kearney. C. W. Miller and William Mason Cooper. 



(Ralelph (>\C.) Neww & ObserviT. Aug. 25. 1973] 
NORTH CAROLINA SCHOOLS FACE HIGHER FOOD COSTS 
(By Angela Davis) 

Many school cafeterias in North Car Ani\ will be serving nieatle.ss meals this 
fall and some may be forced to close or lower their nutritional standards if food 
price and supply conditions do not improve. 

In spite of increases in the prices of student lunches, several school services 
directors in Eastern North Carolina said in telephone interviews Friday that they 
may not be able to make ends meet this year unless conditions change. 

The Nash County school system may have to discontinue serving lunches or 
lower its standards below^ the U.S. department of Agriculture's minimuui require- 
ment for Type A lunches, food supervisor Ruth Turnage said. 

"We just can't find protein foods at a price we can afford." she said, "and some 
t)ther school units in the East are more in a predicament than we are, because the 
delivery services are not as feasible." 

Several other food supervisors also .said the USDA T>-i)e A lunch standard 
might have to be lowered. 

North Carolina schools now serve the Type A lunch, which includes a minimum 
of two ounces of proteins. % cup of fruit or vegetable, one serving of bread and a 
half pint of milk. 

School lunches in Robeson County had previously been well above the niinimnni 
standard, said supervisor Ola Grimes, hut they will he cut to the minimum Uiis 
year. 
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MiK-li less meat will \tv served in Roheson s<-Uools rhis year, slie said. Siijiple- 
rnents such as textured ve^ietalile proteins and "!U*ef ( 'ruial)les** ui s<pybean i)n)d- 
uct) will be relied on heavily. 

These protein products will he mixed with ground iieef or chicken said to 
stretch them further, she said. 

Wake County food supervisor Kutli Rohertsoii said this year "will he *^he most 
challenging for food services since the day of the food kitchen," 

The prices of most staples is up 125 percent over last year, slie said, with ground 
meat up almost 100 percent. Supplies are limited, slie addev?, 

••Instead of negotiating for food, were almost in the position of begging for 
food." 

Wake County may eventually i)e forced to serve some meatless meals, she said. 
However, Wake County parents will make that decision in a questionnaire, she 
said, by ..pting either for the same quality and high prices and meatless days at 
lower cost. 

Perquimans County School Superintendent C. C. Walters said the problem is ''of 
great magnitude" in his and nearby counties, and the state or governments will 
be called on for financial help if the crisis continues. 

"We can't stop serving lunches here." he .said. "For many of our students, it's 
the main meal they get. It's hard to teach lumgry childnm." 

Hugh O. Rollins, associate director of the Division of F'ood Service for the State 
Department of Public Instruction* said all schools will continue to .«erve the 
TJSDA Type A lunches. 

His assessment conflicted witli that of the Ir . al food sui>er\isors. 

Food managers "will have to stretch their imaginations." he said. 

Although some substitute.s will be made for meat — such as fortifled rnacaron? 
and cheese and dried beans — the arnoun: of i)rotein will noi be reduced, he said. 

Rome schools will serve meatless meals one or two days a week, he said. Many 
school systems will use powdered eggs or Grade B eggs for baking in places of 
fresh Grade A eggs, he said. 

The situation is "tough all over the state," Rollins said, bec^uise food suppiier.s 
are reluctant to make bids. School systems have been told to accept milk bids 
with escalator clauses, he said. This means that the schools will continue to 
pay more as price.s climb. 

Most local food supervisors Kaid that fresh chicken and pork have been dropped 
from the lunch menus. Many will rely on ground l)eef almost entirely for meat, 
but some have been unable to obtain any. 

Frozen fish, bologna, canned meats, cheese. l)eans and soybean products will 
be used more than in the past. 

"Some of us wonder if tl?ese foods will he acceptable to the age children we 
are serving," said Nash food director Ruth Turnage. "They like hot dogs and 
hamburgers be*"ter than flsh." 

Hot dogs are In short supply and some schools are cons'idering serving turkey 
frankfurters. But the rising cost of hot dog rolls as well as meat will mean tliey 
are served less often. 

Commodities donated to the schools by the T^S. Dept. of Agriculture are in 
short supply this year, Jay ?. Davis, director of the food distribution Division 
of the N.C. Department of Agriculture, said he does not know how to advise local 
units who call asking advice. 

"Food supplies are always ifluctuating. but we've never had sucli a concentra- 
tion of shortages fis In the last couple of years." 

"It's the same thing the housewife is experiencing." he said. **there *s a very 
short supply of some foods and they're not cheap." 

Last year's floods and poor crops will mean the supply of commodity vegetables 
may he lower, he said. 

Many school imits said they are i)resently unable to get any canned At or 
vegetables. Although last yearns crop will soon be available it may be smaller. 
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[Wafihlngton Post. Aug. 29. 19731 
STUDENT LUNCH TO COST MORE 
(By Judy Nicol) 

^ Lunches will cost from 5 to 10 cents more this fall than last in most Wash- 

ington area public schools and so will milk for those children who carry their 
lunches from home. 
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Much 1688 meat wHI be served In Robeson schools this year, she said. Supple- 
111 \ ir^iniu will s^^rvi* lui^'hew iliis full for the ^nw prict* us hist war. Tlw prict* 
of mil k Im.w jf«)Me up very whem 

Caniillo A. IMMiiJtlo. acting dlnn'tor of f«KKi services for Prince Georges County, 
UiiH decided to use soybean protein-culled textured vegetable protein (TVl*) in 
Miuie lunches served in the eounty'8 211 school c>afetcrias thiN fall. 

DiMusio siiid TVr will augment the ineut protein in such dishes as spaghetti, 
lasagnu. barbecue beef on u bun. meat li»af and plzwi burgers. 

"We are not cheatiJi.T the children in pmteiu," he said. "TVV is approved by 
the l>epartment of Agriculture for use in ^^luntl lunches uud llie pnjtein is Just as 
giK)d for them.** 

DiMuzio will nse TVP, he said, to save mtmey. Fm>d ct>st8 to HchcsUs have "just 
HlMHit doubled for ever^'thing since last year." be said. "Hot dogs have gone from 
il* cents to 11,2!) a ismnd. Boh>gna was 02 eents last year, this time it is $1.19 
Salami was 67 cents* now It's $1.33. 

•We were looking for quite a bit of savings with TVP." he said. *'then, isiw. 
the pricv of soj1»eanM g«je8 up. But TVP still »>ffers eoiisiderable savings at 50 
cents a ismnd com|>ared with ground beef at $1.09. 

Joseph M. Stewart, director of food sen lces for the IXstrict schools, said he 
has no plans to use soyi^n protein this fall. "I'm sifting here wishing I was a 
Hondini. We are taking a serious look at our menu items right now, trving to 
see h«)W we can hold flie line.'* Stewart said. 

•The only item that haro*t gone up U cod (flsh)." "Who wants to eat breaded 
cod every day? * he asked. 

•o^^f^'**^ ^^^^^ 8ch«>ol has gone u]> frrmi $1.46 to 

; ;; 112","^ i ^^-^ *^'^' Clilcken thlglis were 77 cents a )>ound last 

fall. |1.(W in April, and this Septeml^r he said, lie didn't even get a Arm to bid 
on his order for thighs. 

Most Washington area public schools protide the "T^pe A " lunch required Uy 
the T l>e|)artment of Agriculture If a school system is to receive reimburse- 
ment for iMirt of the cost of the meais. 

The •*Type A" lunch must include two ounces of pn>tein. l»read, butter, milk, 
a vegetable and fmlt (or two of one or the other). Tlie lunch Is considered to pro- 
vide one third of the daily food needs of a child. 

liast year, an Agricultural I>e|>artment .ifficial said, the cost of each public 
school "Tyi>e A hot lunch was 71 cents. Of this the federal government pays 29.6 
^/'^^.^"^ governments iwy 16.3 cents and children pay 25 cents. 
, federal share of the cost of a public school lunch Includes the 

8i>ecial subsidies pn)vided for lunches given free or at reduced cost to children 
from low income families. 

For every school district providing 'Type A** lunches— and that includes all 
school districts in the Washington metropolitan area— special federal subsidies 
for mi k purchased separately from the school lunch meal will not be forthcoming 
inis rail. 

Ust year $05 million was provided for federal milk sut>8idies across the 
ttjuntr^^ far this year Congress has passed an only continuing resolution pro- 
vldlng I2S million for mUJc sahddle*— the amount PresidMit Nixon baa requested. 

ThiH amount is not sufficient, agriculture officials said, to provide sub^ies for 
children who buy only milk at schools where hot Innches, which include milk are 
offered. Milk subsidies still will go to pupils who attend schools where no hot 
lunches are offered, and to day-care pupils. 

The p.C. board of education will offer lunches this fall at 86 cents for elemen- 
tary s< liool pupils and 40 cents for secondary school students. Last vear orices 
were 29 and 80 cents, respectively, " *^ 

Milk will cost 8 cents this fall, up from 2 cents. 

School starts at 0 a.m., Sept. 6, in the IHstrict. The first two days of school 
wrill end at 12:15 p^m. Lunches will not be served until Sept. 10, the first full day 
of schooL ^ 

In Alexandria schools. elemenUry papil lunches will cost 40 cents, compared 
to as cents last year. Secondary achool lunches (eighth grade and up) will be 50 
cents, up from 45 cenU. The price of milk will Increase from 5 to 10 cents. 

The first day of school in Alexandria will be Sept. 4 and lunch will be served 
that day. 

In rszis Church public sehools. elemenUry -rnviU* lunches wt cost 45 cents 
^ Oeorge . ason High School are catered by 

the Macke Co., which said the cost of an entree would be 50 c^ts this fall, up 
from 45 cents. Beverages are extra. The price of milk in the elementary schools 
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will incrojiso from 5 to 10 cents for a half-pint carton. School starts in Falls 
rhiirch on Sept. 4 and Innoh will he served the first day. 

In Ariinf:ton public schools, elementary school lunches will cost 50 cents this 
year, up from 40 cents. Secondary scliool lunches will lie ."m cents. \ip from 45. 
The pt\cv of milk in Arlin^on will he J) cents, up from 4 cents last year. The first 
day of school is Sept. 4. when lunch will he served. 

In Loudoun County public schools, lunches increased from 30 to 35 cents for 
elementary school pupils and from 35 to 45 cents for middle and hijih school stu- 
dents. School will he^jin Sept. 4. except in the four year-round schools in tin* 
{•oiinty where classt»s have been in session. Lunch will he .<erve<l Sept, 4. 

In Prince William County, the price of school lunches has increased 10 cents 
this year, from 35 to 45 cents for elementary pupils. «\nd from 40 to .50 cent- for 
hifih .school students. Milk prlce.« have increased from 5 to 10 <'ents for a half- 
pint of milk. Classes started Monday. 

In Fairfax County imhlic schools, hnx hes will cost 35 cents for elementary 
school pupils and 45 cents for hij;h s<'h()ol students, the same prices as last year. 
Milk, however, will cost 10 cents if ho\ij2:ht separately, up from 4 cent.s last year. 

School will start in Fairfax Coimty Sept. 4. School hours vary from .schofd to 
school. 

In Prince (Jeor^e's County, school Innclu-^ will increase from 45 to 50 cents for 
elementary school students and from 50 to .55 cents for secondary school pupils 

The price of milk will p:o from 4 to 10 cents i>er arton in Prince (ieor^e's 
schools. School will start Sept. 4. Hours will var>' amonp: the county's 235 
schools. 

In Montgomery County, the hoard of education has Jinnonnced that the price 
of school Innche.*^ will remain at 50 cents for elrnitntary school pupils and 55 
cents for hi^:h school students. Milk has jrone from 4 to 10 cents for a half-pint. 

School will hepin in Montgomery Co\imy on Sept. 4 and will remain in ses- 
sion all day. School hours vary by individual school. Lunches will be served the 
first day. 

In Charles Co\inty school hniches will cost 40 cents for elementary school pupils. 
50 cents for middle school p\ipilK, and 55 cents for high school pupiis. All prices 
are up 5 cents this year. The price of milk will increase from 4 to 10 cents. 

The first day of school in Charles County will be Sept. 4 but hours for individ- 
ual schools vary. 

In Anne Arundel County the price of school lunches will remain at 45 cents this 
year fot all students. Milk, however, will increase from 4 to 10 cents per half- 
pint. Scho.-)! will start Sept. 6, but ho\irs vary in individual schools. 
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[Baltimore Nows American. Aug. 30. 1073] 
SCHOOL LUNCH PRICE HIKE FOR STUDENTS, ADULT.s 
(By Joyce Price) 

Baltimore County s'^hool ofllcial.s have announced that increased food co.sts 
will necessitate a 5-cent hike in the price of school lunches for students and a 
15-cent hike for adults, effective the first day of school, Sept. 6. 

•*Tn view of the tremendous increase in the cost of food items wbich we must 
purchase, there is no other way than to increase the prices of lunches," .stated 
B. Melvin Cole, associate s\iperintendent of Business and Finance for Baltimore 
County Schools. 

"We had hoped we wouldn't have to impose an increase and we held ojf as long 
as we co\dd. B\it we were priced ricbt out of the market." Cole explained. 

If food prices continue to rise. Cole snid there will ''probably i>e another in- 
crea.se" in lunch costs later in the year. 

"I'm sure people will be disappointed that we had to do it. but they must realize 
we face the snme problems they do in trying to stretch dollars," he said. 

"The .school lunch program nnist be seif-supportlng. The only tax funds; pro- 
vided for by the county are for the salar'es of a small central supervisory staff." 
he added. 

New lunch prices are as follov/s : Elementary Schools — 45 cents. Middle Schools, 
50 cents. Secondary Schools. 50 cent.^, and Adult.s — 80 cents. 
^ Cole .sai*i the higher luncli prices are required, in view of cost bids submitted 

- - to his office by food suppliers this month, most of of which are much higher than 

last year. 
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Kor I'xainplr. vhuvk sttvik. which hist yvar sohl for $1.18 a pound will now cost 
M'lmol «)ni<'inls J<l.r)r) :i imuhkI. Kri'sh hiuu has j\iiiii)e(\ in cost from i>cr i)ouiul to 
a iMMJiid : hacon has skynx-kctcd from $.1)9 to .$1.0:") a pound, while chicken 
breasts have increased from $.S1 to $1.S4 a pinnul. 

There are al^o tremendous increases iu the costs of epfjrs. flour and inarjyarine 
this vear. Cole noted. 

"And even with those much higher prices, we're not even sure the foods will 
he avaihihle." i'ole .said. 

He pointed out that as of Tuesday his food services d i recti) r. Walter Edwards, 
had heen unable to locate a chicken siii)i>Her for the uiKMuninj; schix)! year. 

"Our school system tises about ir).(KK) pounds of chicken a UKuith, which is a 
pretty sizabh» order. an<l Mr. Kdwards has simply been unable to tind anyone wlio 
can till that order." Cole said. 

"We expect to have problems I'nidinjr enonjrh p(niltry. pork, and beof ti> lUl o\n- 
ne(*ds. Those foods are just not available." he said. 

In addition to the hiKher prices of sch(H>l lunches this fall, children buying: 
half-pint cartons of milk "at la carte" will also feel the lunch. 

"We have already ainiounccd an increase in the price for a halU-pi'^t carton ()f 
milk, sold separattMy. frouj four cents to ten cents, hecan^'* the U.S. DepartnuMit 
of Ajrriculture has discontinued it.^ subsidy on milk sold separately," Colo said. 

He stressed that this increase does not. affect milk which is sold as part of tin* 
Type A school luiich. (udy milk that is sold as a separate food item. 
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